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ABSTRACT 
According to the U. S. Census Bureau, there were 12.5 million Asian and Pacific 
Islanders living in the United States in March, 2002 accounting for 4.4 percent of America's 
total population. This study looked into the housing satisfaction among the Asian and Pacific 
Islander group in comparison to the non-Hispanic White group. 
Since many Asian and Pacific Islanders in the U. S. are foreign-born, it is expected 
that their housing perception will be influenced by their experience with housing in their 
home countries. Using Morris and Winter's housing adjustment theory, the study 
investigated the effect of several demographic variables, housing deficits, and neighborhood 
satisfaction on housing satisfaction. The study also looked into two variables with cultural 
relevance, length of residence in the U. S. and extended family living arrangement and tested 
their effect on housing satisfaction. 
The data used for the study was the 2002 American Housing Survey Metropolitan 
Sample (AHS-MS) collected from a sample of 13 metropolitan areas by U. S. Census Bureau 
for the Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
Generally, demographic variables were not significant indicators of housing 
satisfaction. Two housing deficits (renter status and housing inadequacy) and neighborhood 
satisfaction were important mediating variables between housing satisfaction and household 
variables. Length of residence in the U. S. and extended family living arrangement were not 
significant predictors of housing satisfaction for Asian and Pacific Islanders. 
It appears that Asian and Pacific Islander householders assimilate quickly into the 
American culture in terms of housing norms. There is little difference in the explanation of 
xi 
housing satisfaction for the Asian and Pacific Islanders and the non-Hispanic Whites. 
Although Asian and Pacific Islanders have different cultural referents in terms of past 
housing experience and importance of extended family living arrangements, than non-
Hispanic Whites, these factors do not play a significant role in housing adjustment theory 
predicting housing satisfaction. 
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CHAPTER 1 
PURPOSE OF STUDY 
There were 12.5 million Asian and Pacific Islanders in the United States as of March 
2002 accounting for 4.4 percent of America's total population (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). 
Because of its increasing visibility in American society, the Asian and Pacific Islander group 
has attracted a lot of attention from media and academia. Extensive histories have been 
written about the immigration of each subgroup through different periods of history. Though 
their struggle for cultural adjustment has been captured in literature and film by Asian 
American writers and filmmakers, few serious studies examine the socio-cultural adjustment 
of this group in the United States (Pyong, 1995; Kitano and Daniels, 1995). 
In the area of housing, little research has been done on the Asian and Pacific 
Islanders. A study focusing on their housing perceptions and behaviors will help us 
understand how this diverse group has adapted to American culture and will contribute to the 
knowledge base for this group. As a relatively young immigrant group, Asian immigrants 
brought their unique cultures with them, along with their economic dreams. As a central 
component in daily life, housing reflects the cultural and social conditions of its residents. 
Considering the significant cultural differences between the East and West and the relative 
short history of each Asian subgroup in the United States, this study seeks to evaluate the 
role of cultural norms in formation of housing perception and behavior of Asian Americans 
in comparison with non-Hispanic White population. 
From a structural functional framework, Morris and Winter (1975) developed the 
housing adjustment theory. According to Morris and Winter, families evaluate their housing 
in terms of both cultural and family norms. Although cultural norms influence the family's 
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housing behavior, a family may or may not share the cultural norms. Family norms may play 
a more important role than cultural norms in family housing behavior and housing 
satisfaction. The current study seeks to test how well this model explains the housing 
behavior of the Asian and Pacific Islander group. 
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CHAPTER 2 
IMMIGRATION AND CULTURAL BACKGROUND 
Asian migration to the United States dates back to the mid 19th century when the first 
groups of Chinese came to San Francisco as laborers during the 1849 Golden Rush. About 40 
to 60 years later, Japanese, Koreans, and Filipinos came to the West Coast to make their 
fortune. These Asian groups encountered severe racial hostility despite the high demand for 
manual labor at the time. The Asian American population did not reach a sizable number 
until 1970 because of discriminatory immigration restrictions (Parrillo, 1997). 
The liberalization of the U. S. immigration law in 1965 allowed for mass migration of 
people from Asian countries to the United States (Kitano and Daniels, 1995). With the end of 
the Vietnam War in mid-1970s, large groups of refugees from Vietnam, Cambodia, and Laos 
came to the United States followed by their families (Herring, 1986). The Chinese open-door 
policies since the early 1980s enabled a large number of Chinese to enter the United States as 
students and professionals who later became permanent residents in this country (Ong and 
Blumenberg, 1994). The high-tech boom in the 1990s brought in a large number of Asian 
Indians as employment-based immigrants (Mendel and Farrell, 1992). More than 200,000 
Asian immigrants have been admitted to the United States annually over the last three 
decades, accounting for 44 percent of the total immigrants to this country (Office of 
Immigration Statistics, 2003). Based on the 2000 Census, 8.7 million U. S. residents were 
born in Asia accounting for nearly 68 percent of the total Asian population in this country. 
This number comprises 25 percent of the nation's total foreign-born population. As a result, 
the Asian American population increased from 1.5 million in 1970 to 12.0 million in 2000 
(U. S. Census Bureau, 2000). 
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From 1971 to 1998, the latest year in which full statistics are available, about 
19,427,440 immigrants came to U.S. A total of 6,674,086 of them (or about 34.4%) are 
from Asia (Table 1). 
Table 1. Immigrants in the U. S. from 1971 to 1998 by area of orgin. 
Area of Origin Number of Immigrants Percent of Immigrants 
Asia 6,674,086 34.4% 
Mexico 4,227,374 21.8% 
Europe and Soviet Union 2,693,920 13.9% 
Caribbean 2,435,703 12.5% 
Central and South America 2,226,234 11.5% 
Other regions 1,144,683 5.9% 
Total 19,402,000 100.0% 
According to the 1998 U. S. Citizenship and Immigration Services Statistical 
Yearbook, of the 6.5 million Asian immigrants, the following Asian groups have the most 
immigrants to the U.S. between 1971 and 1998 (Table 2) (Le, 2003). The percentage is not a 
measure of each group's total population. It is the number of immigrants who came to this 
country between 1971 and 1998. 
Table 2. Asian immigrants in the U. S. from 1971 to 1998 adapted from C. N. Le, 2003. 
Asian Ethnic Group Number of Immigrants Percentage of Immigrants 
Filipinos 1,337,519 20.0% 
Chinese 818,747 12.3% 
Koreans 738,035 11.1% 
Asian Indians 710,553 10.6% 
Vietnamese 695,243 10.4% 
Other Asian countries 2,375,975 35.6% 
Total 6,676,072 100.0% 
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According to the U. S. Census Bureau, the projected population in 2010 for Asian and 
Pacific Islanders will be 15.3 million accounting for 5.1 percent of the total population. By 
2050, the Asian and Pacific Islander population will be 34.4 million accounting for 8.7 
percent of the total population. The fast growth is attributed to both immigration and natural 
increases (Census Bureau, 2000). Over two thirds of the Asian Americans were born in 
foreign countries. As shown in Table 2, the greatest number of foreign born is from the 
Philippines, followed by China, India, Korea, and Vietnam due to family immigration and 
employment-based immigration. The lowest proportion of Asian foreign-born was the 
Japanese group (U. S. Census Bureau 2000). 
Contemporary Asian Immigration 
Whereas early immigration from Asia was driven by the single factor of need for 
labor, contemporary immigration from Asia was a result of multiple factors. Liberal 
immigration legislation made it possible for relatives of new immigrants and naturalized 
citizens to immigrate to the U. S. The globalization of the U. S. economy beginning in 1960s 
created extensive economic, political and ideological ties between the U. S. and countries in 
the Pacific Rim. U. S. military involvement in East Asia and Southeast Asia promoted 
exchanges of personnel and refugee resettlement (Fong and Shinagawa, 2000). 
With the exception of Japan, immigration from Asian countries allied with the U. S. 
increased significantly during World War II. With the repealing of the Chinese Exclusion Act 
of 1882 in 1943 and other Asian exclusion acts in 1945, more Asian immigrants from war-
torn areas were able to immigrate to the U. S. The passage of the War Brides Act in 1945 
made it possible for the wives of American GIs to reunite with their American husbands in 
the U. S. The McCarran-Walter Act passed in 1952 made all national origin groups eligible 
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for naturalization and eliminated race as a criterion although the national origin quota system 
was maintained (Fong, 2000). 
During the 1960s, with the civil rights movement and Vietnam War protests, the U. S. 
Congress passed laws to eliminate discriminatory immigration legislation. As the U. S. 
economy was ready to take off, it was expected that a large number of professionals such as 
engineers and doctors would be needed to sustain the economy. As a result, the Hart-Cellar 
Act was passed in 1965, which eliminated the national origin quota system for both 
humanitarian purposes of reuniting families and of meeting the labor market demand for 
skilled labor. Since 1968 when the law went into effect, immigration from Asia has increased 
dramatically. Between 1971 and 1996, a total of 5.8 million Asians were admitted into the 
United States as legal immigrants (Zhou and Gatewood, 2000). The majority of 
contemporary Asian immigrants were either family-sponsored migrants (more than two-
thirds) or employment-based skilled workers (about one-fifth). The Hart-Cellar Act has had a 
profound impact on Asian immigration (Zhou and Gatewood, 2000). 
Recent social and political changes in Asia enhanced Asian immigration into the 
United States. In 1990, the Chinese Students Protection Act allowed over 100,000 Chinese, 
mainly students and their families to settle in the U. S. as legal permanent residents (U. S. 
Congressional Budget Office, 1992). 
The U. S. economic expansion to Asia and other parts of the world in recent decades 
created extensive economic, cultural, and political links between the U. S. and countries in 
the Pacific Rim. These links produced a great potential for emigration from developing 
countries to the U. S. Direct American capital investments in Asian countries helped 
transform the economic structures of these countries. Manufacturing industries took 
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advantage of low cost of labor and raw materials available in Asian countries. The 
developments created a great number of low-skilled jobs in export oriented manufacturing 
industries that attracted a large of number of the rural population to migrate to urban areas 
expanding the urban work force. The underemployment and displacement of urban work 
force became a huge pool of potential immigrants (Sassen, 1989). 
On the other hand, the increased level of living standards for a certain proportion of 
the population in Asian countries stimulated consumerism and raised expectations for a 
higher standard of living. The widening gap between consumption expectations and the 
available standard of living within the structural constraints of the developing countries, 
combined with easy access to information and migrant networks, in turn, created a 
tremendous pressure for emigration (Portes and Rumbaut, 1996). In the 1980s and 1990s this 
trend was especially strong in countries like India, China, and the Philippines. Beginning in 
the 1980s, the majority of the immigrants came to the U. S. either through family sponsorship 
and employment sponsorship (Kanjanapan, 1995). 
On the U. S. side, the tremendous growth in capital-intensive, high-tech industries 
and in services in the 1980s and 1990s required many more skilled workers than what the U. 
S. market could provide. Importing skilled labor from overseas became a quick solution to 
the shortage of qualified labor. Since the 1980s, about one-third of the engineers and medical 
personnel in the U. S. labor market have been from Asia, mostly from India, China, Taiwan, 
and the Philippines (Zhou and Gatewood, 2000). 
The global integration of higher education in the United States made it possible for 
large numbers of students from Asia to receive advanced professional training. Due to a lack 
of opportunities in their home countries, many Asian students chose to stay in the U. S. to fill 
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the gap in the skilled labor market after completing their study (Zhou and Gatewood, 2000). 
The booming information technology industry in the 1990s attracted a large number of IT 
professionals from India and China to the U. S. as employment-based immigrants. With the 
globalization of education systems in Asian countries such as in India, Korea, and Taiwan, 
there was a fairly large class of professionals who were frustrated by the uneven economic 
development and lack of opportunities in their own country. They saw immigration as a 
preferred option for their professional and personal development, and changes in U. S. policy 
favored such immigration (Liu and Cheng, 1994). 
Another big contributor of the contemporary Asian immigration was the American 
involvement in Southeast Asia. A large number of refugees from Southeast Asia came to the 
U. S. during and after the Vietnam War. Since the passage of the Indochina Migration and 
Refugee Assistance Act in 1975, more than one million refugees have arrived from Vietnam, 
Laos, and Cambodia as the U. S. intervention in Southeast Asia failed (Rumbaut, 1995). 
Faced with poverty, starvation and political turmoil, millions of people in Indochina left their 
homeland for the admitting countries in North America and Europe. From 1979 to 1981, 
105,000 Laotians were admitted to the U. S., the highest number in any three-year period. In 
1995 the camps were closed and the remaining Laotians were repatriated. As of 1996, more 
than 700,000 refugees from Vietnam, 210,000 from Laos, and 135,000 from Cambodia were 
admitted to the United States (Zhou and Gatewood, 2000). 
Southeast Asian refugees fled their countries in different waves. The first wave came 
with the fall of Saigon, Vientiane, and Phnom Penh in 1975, when 130,000 Vietnamese and a 
small number of the Hmong resistance forces (3,500) were admitted to the U. S. immediately 
after the war (Chan, 1994). At this time, the majority of Hmong resistance forces, Laotian 
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royalists, and Cambodians sought refuge in Thailand. The second wave came in the early 
1980s, when thousands of refugees fled Vietnam by boat while many others fled on land to 
China and Thailand (Chan, 1991). It was reported that about half of the boat people survived 
and were picked up by national guards from Southeast Asian countries and were put in 
crowded temporary camps. The U. S. admitted a sizable number of refugees from the camps 
for humanitarian efforts, while others gradually resettled in their hosting countries (Zhou and 
Bankstan, 1998). 
International migration is stimulated by economic and life opportunities available in 
other countries. Extensive networks are formed by family kinship and friendship ties, 
facilitating and perpetuating international migration because of the lower cost and risk 
associated with the movement (Massey at al. 1987). Family networks played a great role in 
developing strategies for survival and advancement. U. S. immigration policy has been 
instrumental in sustaining and expanding family migration networks. The Hart-Cellar Act of 
1965 and its subsequent amendments give preference to family reunification, providing 
immediate relatives of U. S. citizens with unlimited visa numbers and other relatives with the 
majority of visa allocations subject to the numerical cap. More than two-thirds of the legal 
immigrants admitted to the United States since the 1970s have been family-sponsored 
immigrants. Even among employer-sponsored migrants and refugees, the role of networking 
is crucial. Family, kin, and friendship networks also tend to expand exponentially, serving as 
a conduit to additional and thus potentially self-perpetuating migration. In the next decade or 
two, higher immigration from Asia is expected because many recent immigrants and refugees 
will have obtained their citizenship status and will become eligible sponsors for family 
members to reunite in the United States (Nguyen, 2003). 
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Overall, contemporary immigration has been influenced and perpetuated not simply 
as a result of the Hart-Cellar Act but also by the interplay of a complex set of macro- and 
micro structural forces: the globalization, uneven political and economical developments in 
developing and developed countries, the role of the United States in world affairs, and the 
social process of international migration. One significant implication arising from these 
processes is that high levels of immigration will continue to remain an inseparable part of 
Asia American life for years to come (Pyong, 1995; Zhou and Gatewood, 2000). 
Diversity in Cultures and National Origin 
The Asian and Pacific Islander group is diverse in culture and national origin. The 
Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Indian, Korean, and Vietnamese are major groups in national 
origin (Table 3) (U. S. Census 2002). The other Asians include Cambodian, Laotian, and 
Hmong, Thai and others in southeast and south Asia. The three major Pacific Islander groups 
are native Hawaiian, Guamanian, Samoan and other islanders. 
Table 3. Race and origin for Asian and Pacific Islander residents in the U. S. in 2000. 
Race and Origin Number Percent 
Asian Indian 1,678,765 15.8 
Chinese 2,432,585 22.9 
Filipino 1,850,314 17.4 
Japanese 796,700 7.5 
Korean 1,076,872 10.1 
Vietnamese 1,121,528 10.5 
Other Asian 1,285,234 12.1 
Native Hawaiian 140,652 1.3 
Guamanian 58,240 0.5 
Samoan 91,029 0.9 
Other Pacific Islander 108,914 1.0 
Total 10,641,833 100% 
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To many people, Asians in America are a homogeneous group, its members 
physically and culturally indistinguishable from one another within the group. In fact, the 
Asian and Pacific Islander group consists of 43 ethnic groups, including 28 Asian groups and 
15 Pacific Islander groups. As illustrated in Table 3, Chinese, Filipino, Asian Indian, 
Vietnamese, Korean, and Japanese are the largest groups (U. S. Census Bureau, 2000). Not 
only are the groups different in their nationalities, languages, religions, and cultures, but they 
also are a diverse people within each of their own cultures. The Chinese, Koreans, and 
Japanese Americans share similar cultural and physical features (Pyong, 1995). As a 
Mongolian race, the three groups look very much the same. Their cultures are more or less 
similar under the influence of Confucianism and Buddhism (Pyong, 1995). 
Confucianism started in China in the second century B.C. and spread to Korea, then 
to Japan. According to Confucian thinking, a hierarchical system is the natural order of 
human society. It is necessary that individuals know their position in the system and behave 
accordingly (Doan, 1977). Confucianism espoused moral law as part of the essence of the 
world. When individuals obey the moral law, prosperity ensues. Confucianism emphasizes 
man's duty to man and praises such virtues as sincerity, kindness, loyalty, and filial piety 
(Bond and Hwang, 1986). 
Apart from Confucianism, Buddhism also has a strong influence in China, Japan, and 
Korea. Buddhism reinforces righteousness and considers suffering as a certain consequence 
of unrighteousness. Sufferings and tortures are believed to be meted out in the next life for 
sin, and the joys of heaven are awarded to the good (Doan, 1977). 
China, Japan, and Korea followed a similar historical pattern in their social and 
cultural evolvement to modernity. China had kept its door closed until the early 19th century 
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when the British forced its way to China through the first Opium War after which other 
Western powers started to have their presence (Zhang, 1998). The profundity of Chinese 
culture under Confucianism at all levels made it difficult for the Western influences to take 
root until early 20th century. Japan had a similar history to that of China until the mid 19th 
century when the Meiji Restoration transformed the country from a feudal society into a 
modern state. Apart from Buddhism, Shinto as a religion had a strong influence on the basic 
structures family and social life. With a similar moral code to that of Confucianism, Shinto 
teaches that morality is based upon what is of benefit to the group and emphasizes self-
control as a virtue (Kobata, 1979). Shinto emphasizes reverence for and worship of ancestors. 
Korea had a somewhat similar history to that of China and Japan. Confucianism and 
Buddhism have had profound influence on the social and family life of Koreans. 
Vietnam has a culture with different elements from its colonizers in its long history. 
Chinese Confucianism had strong influence on Vietnam until the end of the 19th century 
when the French took over Vietnam (Pyong, 1995). Vietnamese hold strong values for family 
and education and high motivation to achieve a better for their children. They also emphasize 
discipline, responsibility, and hard work. As neighboring countries, Vietnamese, 
Cambodians, and Thais also share the Buddhism religion (Rose, 1984). 
The Philippines was not influenced by Confucianism and Buddhism due to its long 
history of Spanish and American colonization. Over three fourths Filipinos are Roman 
Catholics (Pido, 1986). The Philippines was strongly influenced by the American culture 
following the takeover by Americans from the Spanish. English language and American 
school systems were colonial legacies even after it gained full independence in 1946. 
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Asian Indians and Pakistanis share similar cultures. With Islam being a dominant 
religion in Pakistan and in parts of India, people in these two country share many values in 
social and family life. Hinduism as another major religion practiced in vast majority people 
of India emphasizes the caste system and accepts the Veda as the most sacred scriptures 
(William, 1988). 
Influenced by Confucianism, most East Asians including the Vietnamese believe 
human nature is basically good but corruptible. Diligence is thus necessary in all activity: one 
must exercise caution, self-control, meditation, honor, modesty, and moderation. They revere 
their ancestors, homeland, and family traditions (Doan, 1977). They tend to live in harmony 
with nature rather than to dominate it. Instead of favoring individualism, East Asians are 
oriented toward achievement of group goals, primarily within the extended family (Chung, 
1991). 
Although there are considerable cultural differences among the different Asian 
groups, Asian Americans tend to hold some common values that are different from 
mainstream American values. Asian Americans are group-oriented in contrast to 
individualism as a strong American value (Chung, 1991; Hall, 1981). 
Generally, traditional Asian values place great emphasis on appropriate behavior and 
self -control. Aggressive or assertive actions are discouraged especially in presence of the 
older generation. Individuals are not expected to have an open display of emotions within 
family. Keeping family together is always taken a priority for family life. (Kobata, 1979). 
Because of the agrarian nature of Asian societies before the mid-twentieth century, 
the extended family is the typical form of Asia families. As a cohesive structure, extended 
family reinforces the sense of duty and responsibility. It values ancestor worship and family 
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name. Extended families embrace the unmarried and the aged (Kobata, 1979). Even in 
modern society, such traditions persist. In many Asian societies, before forming their own 
nuclear families, the majority of married couples whose parents are alive live in an extended 
family for some time after marriage (Chi, 1986). Some of those break away from their 
parents' home leaving behind married or unmarried siblings and they continue to fulfill the 
traditional filial obligations by making regular financial contributions and paying visits to 
their parents (Freedman et al., 1978). 
In contrast, Western culture emphasizes individualism, autonomy, and independence. 
Individuals are encouraged to be assertive and creative. Individuals are encouraged to leave 
their family to start their own as they reach adulthood. Self-sufficiency and individualism are 
highly valued. (Chung, 1991). 
Because of contacts with the American values over time, Asian Americans have 
undergone many cultural changes. The first generation immigrants who come from one 
world to live in a new one often find themselves in a role of fusing together the old and new 
to create a new kind of family life (Kibria, 1993). The values, norms, and behavior 
individuals learned in their home country have to be adjusted to better suit to the new culture. 
Many Asian American families are in transition from extended families to nuclear families 
through migration, urbanization, and modernization (Kibria, 1992). Family members struggle 
to hold onto the old practices while trying to develop new coping skills. Often, families 
develop a culture which is a blend of their traditional culture and the culture of the 
mainstream America (Lee, 1990). 
Individual family members within one household may differ greatly in their rate of 
acculturation. In general, the degree of acculturation depends on years in the United States, 
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age at time of migration, exposure to Western culture and people, professional affiliation, 
work environment, and English-speaking ability (White and Schollaert, 1993). For many 
Asian families, a big change facing them is the loss of the extended family structure. Before 
they came to this country, they expected to live among a network of family and relatives, 
which sometimes would involves many layers of relationships for emotional and familial 
support (Kibria, 1993). When they settled in the new country, many families remained 
separated. This is especially true for the Vietnamese and Laotian families. Many parents are 
shocked to see their children leave home for better jobs after they finish their education. This 
loss of extended family structure meant the loss of their natural family support system (Lee, 
1996). 
In terms of life satisfaction of ethnic minorities, research has shown that life 
satisfaction is closely linked to the socioeconomic position groups occupy in the social 
hierarchy (Mata, 2002). There is nothing intrinsic in the cultural make-up of ethnic groups 
that makes them more or less prone to life satisfaction. More recent immigrants are more 
likely to experience greater adaptation challenges. They have to deal with language barriers, 
occupational dislocations, family resettlement, or inadequate housing conditions (Mata, 
1989; Shapiro et al., 1999). These adaptational problems usually lead to anxiety, stress, and 
temporary dissatisfaction with life, work and residential conditions. In addition, experiencing 
racist attitudes in the host country results in a further drop in ethnic satisfaction levels 
(Broman, 1997; Young and Takeuchi, 1998). 
Living conditions are not identical for all members of the society. Economically 
depressed or unemployed groups, regardless of their ethnic origins, tend to express less 
satisfaction with their social surroundings than those experiencing less hardship. This is 
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immigrants less satisfied than people who are native born in the U. S. (Proshanta and Harris, 
1999). 
Related socioeconomic status (SES) factors such as education and income also play 
important roles in explaining life satisfaction among ethnic minorities. Within each ethnic 
group, there are sub-groups of people who will differ in terms of their social class origins, 
degree of social capital and life chances. Goldlust and Richmond's pioneering study of 
Metropolitan Toronto (1974) found that higher life satisfaction was apparent among 
immigrants and ethnic minorities who ranked higher in SES related criteria, perceived less 
social discrimination, interacted more frequently with kin and experienced higher absolute 
mobility from jobs in their former countries. They also observed a tendency toward higher 
satisfaction based on achieving higher occupational status. Highly educated people have also 
been shown to be happier than their poorly educated counterparts (Hughes and Thomas, 
1998). This might be due to the fact that education helps in achieving a higher social status. 
Educational systems may change the definitions of what a satisfied life should be. The rich 
people are generally happier than the poor, but the differences are not equally evident across 
different times and cultures (Broman, 1997). The effect of income on life satisfaction is 
commonly attributed to a sense of personal security brought about by economic success. 
An Overview of Housing in Asia 
As a large proportion of the Asian population in this country was born or lived in 
Asian countries, it is important to present a general picture of the housing landscape in some 
major countries in Asia in order to understand the housing attitudes and behavior of the 
Asian and Pacific Islander households living in the United States. Generally, housing 
conditions reflect the social, economic, and political reality of a society as well as the 
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technological development of a given society. In traditional agrarian societies, individual 
families usually own their simple house or cottage as a piece of property. As societies 
become industrialized and modernized, houses are built with more modern facilities to be 
more comfortable homes (Agus et al., 2002). 
Urbanization, as an important indicator of industrialization, is often used to measure 
the level of development of a nation or a region. An urban area often refers to cities or towns 
that have developed industry, social infrastructure and communal economy with a population 
of no less than two thousand (United Nations, 2001). The Department of Economic and 
Social Affairs of the United Nations published vital statistics for human settlements (Table 4) 
(United Nations, 2001). 
Table 4. Percentage of population residing in urban areas from 1990 - 2005. 
Country 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Brunei 65.8 69.2 72.2 74.8 
Cambodia 12.6 14.2 15.9 17.5 
China 27.4 29.7 32.1 34.7 
China, Hong Kong SAR 99.9 100 100 100 
China, Macau SAR 98.7 98.8 98.8 98.9 
India 25.5 26.8 28.4 30.5 
Indonesia 30.6 35.6 40.9 46.0 
Japan 77.4 78.1 78.8 79.6 
Korea, DPR. 58.4 59.1 60.2 61.7 
Korea, Rep. of 73.8 78.2 81.9 84.6 
Lao People's Dem. Rep. 18.1 20.7 23.5 26.4 
Malaysia 49.8 53.7 57.4 60.8 
Mongolia 58.0 60.8 63.5 66.0 
Myanmar 24.6 25.8 27.7 30.2 
Pakistan 31.9 34.3 37.0 40.1 
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Table 4. Percentage of population residing in urban areas from 1990 - 2005 
(Continued). 
Country 1990 1995 2000 2005 
Philippines 48.8 54.4 58.6 62.4 
Singapore 100 100 100 100 
Thailand 18.7 20.0 21.6 23.7 
Vietnam 19.7 19.4 19.7 20.6 
After the World War II, most of the Asian countries experienced rapid 
industrialization and urbanization due to the post-war reconstruction effort. There was large-
scale rural-urban migration in most major cities in Asia. Generally, the migration mainly 
involved the low-income population in agricultural sectors leaving their land and seeking 
employment opportunities in urban areas (Drakakis-Smith, 1973). In the meantime, industrial 
developments within the cities were incapable of absorbing the migrant workers. This 
situation created large areas of slums and squatters set up legally or illegally in different parts 
of the cities. A 1970 Population and Housing Census of Malaysia showed an estimated 
squatter population of 28 percent in the capital city of Kuala Lumpur (Poethig, 1970). It was 
estimated that the slum and squatter population in Manila, capital of the Philippines was 
405,000 which was an underestimate of the situation (Laquian,1969). Because of the 
consumptive nature of housing, most governments of the Asian countries did not take 
effective measures to solve housing problems even when economic situations were favorable. 
Japan is a good case in point. In the 1960s, because of the government's reluctance to invest 
in housing, there was an acute housing shortage in the capital area. Families often paid up to 
half of their total monthly income for a rented apartment with few facilities, and the majority 
of the households had less than five square meters of living space per head (Dore, 1958; 
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Hayakawa, 2002; Taira, 1969). In the 1960s and 1970s, Singapore provided a good example 
in setting public housing programs geared to middle class families encouraging them to own 
the public apartments with a large array of financial incentives (Yuen, 2002). In Hong Kong, 
large public housing programs were set up in mid 1950s to tackle the problem of housing 
shortage. By 2002, about half of Hong Kong's population lived in public rental and 
subsidized sale-flats (Lau, 2002). 
Even by the end of 1960s, the annual investment in housing by most countries in 
southeast and East Asia was under three percent of their Gross Domestic Product, far below 
the recommended United Nations target of six to eight percent (Drakakis-Smith, 1973). Also, 
most of this limited investment in housing supplied the needs of a relatively small selected 
part of the population, usually city or government employees. The countries affected by the 
Vietnam War had the worst conditions in the mid 1960s. As a result of the escalation of the 
war, South Vietnam became one of the most urbanized countries in Asia with 40 percent of 
the total population living in the larger cities and half of this number lived in the Greater 
Saigon. (Huntington, 1968; Seltz, 1970). The forced urbanization subsequently created large 
areas of slums and squatters. 
Most Asian countries followed a similar model of development in housing. Japan, 
Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and some Southeast Asian countries underwent rapid industrial 
development and urbanization after World War II. The modernization process involved great 
change in the urban landscape (Agus et al., 2002). 
In South Korea, because of the scarcity of land and the density of the urban 
population, apartments were the dominant form of housing. Multi-family occupation of a 
single house was, and still is a popular mode of living (Kim, 1999). Starting in the 1960's, 
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the massive redevelopment programs transformed large areas of squatters and sub-standard 
houses in urban areas into the high-rise apartment buildings for urban residents to rent or 
buy. To maintain social stability, the South Korean government established specific housing 
policies to assist middle class renters or buyers (Kim, 1999). South Korea's redevelopment 
program was similar to that in Hong Kong where squatter houses were razed to make way for 
tall apartment buildings. Typically, an independent unit, having bath, flush toilet and hot 
water, Western-style kitchen and dining area, constitutes a middle-class Korean dream home 
(Kim, 1994). 
In Japan, the government carried out a systematic housing policy called the 'Three 
Pillars' (Hayakawa, 2002). This policy promoted home ownership through low-interest loans 
by the Housing Loan Corporation, public rental housing for low income people was 
constructed by local government with heavy central government subsidy, and housing for 
middle-income workers by the Housing Corporation. Such actions illustrate how the 
government has constantly encouraged the building of owner-occupied housing to stimulate 
the economy. Though the construction of housing for middle-income workers promoted 
social stability, the post-war system of housing in Japan has lost its effectiveness as socio­
economic conditions have changed. Because of economic changes in the economy at the 
beginning of the 1990s followed by a prolonged economic recession, land prices have 
dropped sharply in Japan and owner-occupied housing has lost its security as an asset. A new 
housing policy is oriented towards the liberalization of the housing market with privatizing 
state agencies such as the Housing Loan Corporation. New construction of public housing is 
almost at a complete halt. But as one of the biggest economies, Japan still leads most of 
Asian countries in ownership of housing (Hayakawa, 2002). According to the Housing and 
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Asian countries in ownership of housing (Hayakawa, 2002). According to the Housing and 
Land Survey of 1998, the proportion of owner occupied housing in Japan was 60.3 percent. 
The ratio of private rental housing was 27.3 percent in 1998. Public housing by local and 
public corporations accounted for 6.7 percent. The remainder is housing provided by 
employers (Hayakawa, 2002). According to the Management and Co-Ordination Agency of 
Japan, Japan needs to greatly improve the housing quality, especially housing quality for 
elderly people (Management and Co-Ordination Agency of Japan, 1995) 
The case of the People's Republic of China is somewhat different from other nations 
in Asia. After the new government was founded in 1949, most of the private housing was 
confiscated and redistributed. But that did not solve the problem of housing shortages in 
urban areas. The industrialization movement in the 1950s made housing investment a very 
low priority. It was not until the late 1970's that a larger amount of national GDP started to 
be invested in housing (Zhang, 1998). Built by each employer (danwei), housing was 
distributed to its employees according to their tenure and actual needs as public housing. 
Individual families had the right to reside in the housing, but they could not own the property 
(Zhong and Hays, 1996). Starting in the 1990s with the introduction of housing reform, new 
housing constructed by private companies was put on the market and the former public 
housing began to be sold to its occupants at discounted prices according to the condition and 
tenure of the residents. The new system made it possible for employers to recoup some 
funding from their existent housing to construct more subsidized housing for its employees 
(Zhang, 1998). Due to low social and economic development and scarcity of land, housing in 
urban areas is often in the form of high-rise apartments. A very small number of families are 
able to afford duplexes or single houses. The national goal of housing is for the general urban 
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population to have a two-bedroom apartment with indoor plumbing and independent kitchen 
in a high-rise complex and high-density development area in the city. Typical urban Chinese 
housing consists of a two-bedroom apartment with indoor plumbing and kitchen in either a 
small-scale residential subdivision of the suburb or in a high rise near the city's center. 
Buildings are uniformly built with brick and cement, with steel skeletons. Through a decade 
of reform, most of the publicly owned housing units have been privatized to a certain level 
nationwide while the newly built units are sold through mortgage loans to residents with or 
without subsidies from employers. 
The city state of Singapore experienced great changes in housing policy since the 
internal self-rule in 1959. Housing conditions in Singapore after the World War II were very 
poor. By 1959, 550,000 people were living either in slums or squatter areas made from cheap 
building materials (Yeung, 1973). Between 1959 and 1965, the Singapore government 
carried out large scale public housing programs to meet the housing needs of its people 
(Yuen, 2002) Great emphasis was laid on the quality and speed of construction to reduce the 
acute shortage (Yeh, 1975). As the socio-economic conditions changed, more emphasis was 
laid on quality of the housing including emphasis on better designs and communal facilities 
for social activities and functions. With the huge increase in the population, high-rise and 
high-density development was the major trend. Now over 86 percent of the population in 
Singapore lives in public housing (Yuen, 2002). Still, compared to other Asian metropolitan 
cities such as Kuala Lumpur, Jakatar, Manila, Hong Kong, and Tokyo, Singapore had the 
lowest population density of 4,800 persons per square km (Tan, 1994). The scarcity of land 
and the continual growth in population lead to land reclamation programs. 
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Housing in Malaysia has experienced great changes in the past two decades. With a 
robust economic growth in the late 1980s, massive migration caused a sharp increase in the 
urban population resulting in a severe housing shortage making the already overcrowded 
cities expand with squatter and slum areas (Hassan, 2001). The government and private 
developers initiated different programs to build low and moderate cost units to meet the 
demand. Traditional villages were wiped out for the housing development. Typical housing 
in Malaysia is terraced housing built with modern technology and techniques. Built on a 
rectangular plot, the frontage forms a narrow section of the plot. This housing form is 
popular because it complies with adopted Western code and regulations and is constructed 
using bricks for durability with reinforced concrete structures. The terraced housing is 
normally low-rise with high density. By 1991, terraced housing represented 27 percent of the 
total dwellings and 40 percent of all the urban housing in Malaysia. It is considered the most 
common housing type in urban areas, more popular than the single and semi-detached, 
townhouse, and high-rise type (Hassan, 2001). 
The history of housing in Vietnam is a little different from that of other Southeast 
Asian countries. Housing conditions in towns and cities were very poor during the colonial 
periods. The situation worsened due to the war damage in late 1960s and early 1970s. In 
urban areas in the north, statistics showed 4 square meters per capita of living area with 
corridors, kitchen, and bathrooms not accounted for in collective housing assigned to state 
employees, while a vast majority of rural housing was provided on a private or cooperative 
basis (Reutersward, 1987). As the system became more liberalized in recent decades, housing 
conditions improved to 6-8 square meters for collective housing with four- or five stories. 
Some land was allocated to people with funds to build their own houses in due time. Housing 
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in the southern part of Vietnam was a different scenario. During the war years, large numbers 
of apartment complexes were built due to U. S. military presence. But these complexes could 
not accommodate the influx of a large population from rural areas to cities to find security 
and livelihood (Seltz, 1970). Lawless construction and illegal occupation of land created a 
huge problem for urban development. After the re-unification of the country, the Vietnamese 
government started a huge resettlement movement trying to settle people in the rural areas. 
This was not very successful and resulted in a large number of people moving back to the 
cities to be re-housed (Nguyen, 2001). 
In the last two decades, housing policy has changed considerably shifting from a 
dogmatic, socialist regime to a more dynamic and liberal one. This has been accompanied by 
the introduction of a reform policy in the mid 1980s (Nguyen, 2001). Starting in 1990, the 
Vietnamese government set out broad policies to eliminate housing subsidies and has shaped 
the patterns of housing business towards a market-led business, mobilizing the individual 
resources in housing, especially in urban areas. From 1996 to 2000, nearly 30 million square 
meters of dwellings were constructed with 75 percent built by individuals (either new 
constructions or renovations). The average dwelling area per capita reached 7.0 square 
meters in 1996 and 8.0 square meters in 2000 (Nguyen, 2001). 
Housing history in Laos followed a pattern similar to that in neighboring Vietnam. 
Prior to 1975 when the Pathet Lao forces took over the power, 85 percent of the country's 3.2 
million people lived in rural areas with abundant housing materials, although housing 
conditions were far from decent (Yeh, 1975) Thirty-three percent of the urban population 
experienced a housing shortage (Yeh, 1975). Two types of housing after the war were in 
existence: collective housing for civil servant and military personnel and housing for 
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refugees displaced by two decades of war. In most cases, the houses were made from wood 
or bamboo. In mid-1980s, the Lao People's Democratic Republic began an economic 
transition from a centrally planned to a market economy. However, progress has been very 
slow and Laos remains among the poorest countries in Asia. The 1997 Asian financial crisis 
hurt Laos as the foreign investments withdrew from the country. Under such economic 
conditions, governmental investment in housing is considered a low priority (Hubbs, 2005). 
Due to the fact that nearly two-thirds of Asian Americans are foreign born and many 
of them experienced housing shortages in their country of origin, it will be interesting to see 
how they perceive their housing in the United States. 
Current Situations of Asian and Pacific Islander Americans in the U. S. 
In studying the housing issues of Asian American households in comparison with 
White majority households, information on the geographic location and socioeconomic status 
of the group is necessary. The Asian American Islander group as a minority refers to all 
residents in the United States with Asian and Pacific Islander origins. The majority group 
refers to non-Hispanic Whites generally with European heritage and excludes those of 
Hispanic origin. 
According to the March 2002 Current Population Survey, more than one-half of the 
Asian and Pacific Islanders lived in the Western region of the United States. In comparison, 
19 percent of non-Hispanic Whites lived in the West. Asian and Pacific Islanders were more 
likely than non-Hispanic Whites to reside in metropolitan areas (95% compared to 75%). 
Among those living in metropolitan areas, but not in central cities, Asian and Pacific 
Islanders were only 3 percentage points below non-Hispanic Whites (54% and 57% 
respectively) (U. S. Census Bureau, 2003). 
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In 2002, Asians and Pacific Islanders were younger than non-Hispanic Whites. 
Twenty-six percent of Asians and Pacific Islanders were under 18, compared to 23 percent of 
non-Hispanic Whites. Seven percent of Asians and Pacific Islanders were 65 and older, 
compared to 14 percent of non-Hispanic Whites. The two groups have the same marriage 
rate. But the percentage of divorce for Asians and Pacific Islanders was one-half of that of 
non-Hispanic Whites (5% and 10%, respectively) (U. S. Census Bureau, 2003). 
Family size varied by family type. Asian and Pacific Islander families were larger 
than their non-Hispanic White counterparts: 18 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander families 
had five or more members, compared with 11 percent of non-Hispanic White families. At the 
same time, 20 percent of Asians and Pacific Islanders lived in two-member families, 
compared to 47 percent of non-Hispanic Whites (U. S. Census Bureau, 2003). 
In 2002, eighty seven percent of the 7.9 million Asians and Pacific Islanders and 89 
percent of the 133.4 million non-Hispanic Whites aged 25 and older had earned at least a 
high school diploma. A substantial difference existed in the levels of higher education 
attained by Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White men and women, specifically 
among those earning at least a bachelor's degree (51% compared to 31% among men and 
44% compared to 27% among women) (U. S. Census Bureau, 2003). 
Similar proportions of Asians and Pacific Islanders and non-Hispanic Whites were 
unemployed (6% compared to 5%). Asian and Pacific Islanders were concentrated in 
managerial and professional specialty occupations. In 2001, Asian and Pacific Islander 
families were more likely than non-Hispanic White families to have incomes of $75,000 or 
more (40% compared to 35%). They were also more likely to have incomes less than 
$25,000 reflecting the huge income disparities among the Asian and Pacific Islander 
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subgroups. A total of 1.3 million Asian and Pacific Islanders (10%) and 15.3 million non-
Hispanic Whites (8%) lived below the poverty threshold. For either group, the highest 
proportions living in poverty were those younger than 18 years old (U. S. Census Bureau, 
2003). 
In 2002, nearly 55 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander householders owned their 
homes and 45 percent were renters. In contrast, about 75 percent of non-Hispanic White 
householders were homeowners. Asians and Pacific Islanders residing in central cities were 
less likely to be owners than renters. In contrast, Asians living outside central cities had 
higher proportion of homeowners than renters. Non-Hispanic White householders tended to 
own their homes rather rent regardless of whether they lived inside or outside central cities. 
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CHAPTER 3 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
Theory is essential to sociological study and provides a framework for analysis. First, 
most housing problems relate to conditions that arise from the social structure of the society. 
The normative structure of the society defines the housing problem that requires collective 
action to solve. Housing as a product of the social system can be understood and analyzed 
within the structural functional framework (Morris and Winter, 1978). The structural 
functional theory is used as a general guidance for this study. The different aspects of 
housing reflect the level of technological and economic development and the system for 
allocation of resources within a particular society (Morris and Winter, 1978). 
The Structural Functional Theory 
The early structural functional approach in sociology viewed society as a collective 
whole that operated mainly through the influence of the normative structure (Durkheim, 
1961). Durkheim saw moral force as the factor holding society together. It sets limits of the 
behavior of individuals in society. Later sociologists developed the structural functional 
approach as an analogy with the study of organisms in functional biology (Cannon, 1932) 
and the study of mechanical systems (Sorokin, 1928). 
Functionalists view the social system as an organism that tends to maintain a state of 
equilibrium. Equilibrium is achieved through self-regulating mechanisms. As Robert Merton 
(1957) pointed out, there are certain functional requirements in order for the organism or 
social system to survive or operate effectively. For each system, there are specific 
arrangements of how the structures are organized and operated. It is important to recognize 
the difference of environments external and internal to the system. The internal environment 
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is relatively stable as it is regulated by various control mechanisms (Parsons, 1975). For 
example, when the weather temperature changes dramatically, people are able to maintain a 
constant temperature within their home by mechanical or natural techniques. In doing so, 
their body's internal temperature remains much more constant (Adolph, 1968). When minor 
changes in environmental temperature occur, routine mechanisms respond to maintain 
internal temperature of the system within an optimum range. 
According to functional analysts, social systems work in the same way. There are 
natural disasters and problems beyond the control of people in a society, which keep the 
society from operating smoothly. However, except for extreme circumstances, they do not 
constitute a severe threat to the system as a whole. However, there might be social and 
political events that are so powerful and overwhelming that they could destroy the system, 
resulting in a chaotic situation for the people in the society at least temporarily. As a basic 
social unit, a family consisting of different individuals, functions like a society. This systemic 
view has been extended to the study of families. 
The Family Systems Theory 
Family-systems theory was originally developed from the general systems theory. 
General systems theory was developed as a way to describe a variety of mechanical and 
biological systems. A system refers to the enduring repetitious patterns and the way the parts 
of the system interact. In the family "system," family members interact in certain patterns 
and processes. Dwelling units provide the setting for the interaction with families and with 
persons outside the immediate family. There are implicit rules that family members must 
follow to keep the family functioning. These rules are family norms. Family norms set the 
expectations and the limits of individual behaviors in the family. The family is viewed as a 
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coherent composite that behaves as an irreducible organismic unit which is unique and 
something more than a summation of its individual members (Nichols, 1984). 
Individuals live within small groups called families. Families live within the context 
of a community environment, and the community exists within a culture. When one part of 
the system is moved or energized, it, in turn, has an effect on the other parts of the 
interconnected environment. One cannot really understand individual behavior until that 
behavior is observed in the setting of the specific group to which the individual belongs 
(Becvar and Becvar, 1982). 
Families functioning similarly to social systems experience disruptions and crises. 
Sickness and fatalities are often inescapable for families. Natural or political disasters beyond 
the individual family's control also could be sources of stress. Normally, families, like 
organisms are capable of dealing with stress and maintaining equilibrium. But under extreme 
crisis, families will tend to fall apart by means of the separation or divorce — indicators of 
disequilibrium to the system (Morris and Winter, 1978). 
The Housing Adjustment Theory 
In the light of the equilibrium model, Morris and Winter (1975) developed the 
housing adjustment theory. From a systemic functional approach, the theory helps identify 
the structural factors involved in the housing adjustment process. 
Morris and Winter postulated that American families use two criteria to evaluate their 
housing conditions: cultural norms and family norms. The cultural norms are the 
prescriptions that indicate the socially acceptable and appropriate housing conditions for 
families. When a certain kind of living pattern, often based on old cultural norms, cannot 
accommodate the socioeconomic development in the new culture, actions will be taken at 
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both familial and individual levels to solve the problem, making new living patterns possible 
at both relational and material levels (Bourne, 1981). The experience of Asian Americans is a 
good example of this process. When these people came to the new land, they brought their 
cultural norms in housing. Because of economic and cultural constraints, new immigrants 
often are unable to live up to the cultural norms of the host society. For example, in the 
United States, owned and single detached dwellings surrounded by a green lawn constitute 
strong U. S. cultural housing norms. It often takes one or two generations for the Asian 
Americans to achieve sufficient economic success to catch up to the norms of the host 
society. With more acculturation and integration to the new culture, Asian Americans will 
develop new cultural norms compatible with those of the majority group. As another 
example, most new Chinese immigrants came from a culture in which renting was common 
practice (Zhong and Hays, 1996). As they became better off in this country through 
education and occupational skills, they choose to own a home in suburbs (O'Hare et al., 
1994). When new cultural norms are adopted, older norms from the original culture fade. 
According to Morris and Winter (1993), the family develops norms to judge its 
current or potential housing. Family norms for housing do not necessarily coincide with 
cultural norms for housing. Deviations of housing realities from either cultural or family 
norms for housing are permitted. When a household's housing does not meet the norms, a 
normative housing deficit exists due to economic and household constraints, which lead to 
low housing satisfaction. Thus, families who live in dwellings that do not meet either the 
cultural norms or their family norms can be expected to be more dissatisfied than families in 
housing that meets the norms. Because of difference in social class, length of residence, and 
cultural background, some Asian Americans might still hold to their Asian family norms. 
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They might not see the deviation from the cultural norms in the host society as negative 
compared to those from the non-Hispanic White majority. Obviously, Asian Americans may 
consider two sets of cultural and family norms that may operate to form their housing 
choices. 
Winter and Morris (1982) also pointed out the concept of "housing preferences." The 
norms, the current level of housing conditions, and the constraints combine to determine 
housing preferences. Preferences are the immediate frame of mind about the type of housing 
preferred with resources, constraints, and other factors taken into account (Morris and 
Winter, 1993). The norms prescribe the "ideal housing" conditions. The constraints force 
families to consider what constitutes "feasible housing." The results are the preferences for 
housing with particular characteristics. 
The concept of housing deficit is used to indicate a deviation from a preferred state. A 
normative deficit indicates a deviation from a norm. Morris and Winter (1975) define a 
normative deficit as a gap between actual conditions and the conditions prescribed by norms. 
To calculate the value of a deficit, the norm is subtracted from the actual conditions. Positive 
values indicate surplus and negative values indicate shortage. Morris and Winter (1993) 
described three types of deficits: Type I, a deviation from the norms in either direction, 
positive (surplus) or negative (deficit), both of which are undesirable; Type II, a deviation 
from the norm in which only a surplus is undesirable; and Type III, a deviation from the 
norms in which only a shortage is undesirable. 
From the definition above, it is clear that a normative deficit is an evaluative concept. 
The norm sets up the standard for behavior, and the deviation or deficit value indicates the 
difference between the actual conditions and prescribed conditions. The impact of normative 
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deficits on subsequent behavior is influenced by the range of permissible deviation from the 
norms and also by the sanctions administered to deviating cases. Morris and Winter (1993) 
called for special attention to distinguishing among the limits of deficits, the fact that they 
have been exceeded, the effects of this excess and the deficit in form of stress, and the 
consequences of the stress. The disequilibrium that occurs when a limit is exceeded is 
referred to as a deficit. 
According to Morris and Winter (1993), the consequences of stress include 
adjustment, adaptation, and pathology. Adjustment may be in the form of minor behavioral 
changes or physiological changes. In terms of housing, people can make adjustments in the 
forms of housing alteration or moving. A closet can be altered and made into a bedroom to 
accommodate an additional child, or a family can move from a two- to a three-bedroom 
apartment. They can also switch from renting to owning and vise versa. Stress could also be 
reduced by moving to another more affordable town. Adaptation involves structural changes 
to the family that are relatively permanent. For example, low-income families may change 
family structure in response to their poverty by adding additional wage earners. Pathology 
may be physiological in the form of illness, psychological in the form of mental illness, or 
social in the form of anti-social behavior, such as separation and divorce or extremely low 
levels of social or economic aspirations. The distinctions among the three types of 
consequences are not always clear-cut, for they represent conceptual ranges on a continuum, 
from minor adjustments to serious pathology and even death. 
When housing deviates from cultural and family norms, there will be a reduced level 
of housing satisfaction caused by stress. When the level of stress exceeds the limits the 
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family is willing to tolerate, the propensity to engage in housing adjustment behavior 
develops. 
According to the arguments above, a general abstract model of housing perception 
and behavior highlights the relation of some variables at both macro- and micro-levels to the 
housing satisfaction of the Asian and Pacific Islanders (Figure 1). At the macro level of the 
larger society, social policies and events affect households and its members. Environmental 
conditions such as climate and inclement weather have an impact on the function of the 
household. A supportive community provides a benign social atmosphere for the 
psychological well-being of the household affecting its members' perceptions of the 
neighborhood, which in turn helps formulate his or her housing perceptions. 
Demographic characteristics of the household, such as race and socioeconomic status 
(SES), which includes household income, educational attainment, and length of residence in 
the U. S. have impacts on housing conditions and housing norms, such as persons per room, 
owning vs. renting. Such characteristics greatly affect the residents' neighborhood 
perceptions as well as their assessment of their housing. 
Due to zoning restrictions, similar types of housing are usually located in the same 
sector of town. Neighborhood perceptions directly affect housing satisfaction. Residents who 
are satisfied with their neighborhood are normally satisfied with their housing. Housing 
norms contribute greatly to the housing satisfaction of an individual. 
Each family develops its own housing norms according to its socioeconomic status, 
which is fluid. Cultural and family housing norms can enhance or reduce the level of housing 
satisfaction, encouraging family members to take the measures necessary either to move out 
of or stay in their current housing. 
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Figure 1. A theoretical model for factors that affect the housing satisfaction adapted 
from Morris et al. (1976). 
Neighborhood 
Satisfaction 
Housing Norms 
Tenure Status 
Structure Type 
Housing Quality 
Space 
Expenditure 
Housing 
Satisfaction 
Demographic 
Characteristics 
Educational 
Attainment 
Family 
Structure 
Length of 
Residence 
Race 
Household 
Income 
36 
CHAPTER 4 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Conceptual Definitions 
The study of housing started in the late 1940 and early 1950s when it was recognized 
as a social problem (Wirth, 1947). Since then, much research has been conducted on housing 
as it applies to various social and ethnic groups in the U. S. and across the world. Housing 
adjustment behavior and perceptions, in particular, have been studied using different theories 
and frameworks (Steggell et al., 2003). Among the theories, Morris and Winter's housing 
adjustment theory has been most popular as a theoretical guidance for research. Along that 
line, housing satisfaction has been a dependent concept that connects the adjustment behavior 
and exogenous socioeconomic and demographic variables. Neighborhood satisfaction and 
cultural norms are often used as mediating variables between housing satisfaction and 
adjustment behavior. The following section presents a review of the different concepts 
relevant to the housing adjustment theory and their relations to each other in previous 
research. 
Housing Satisfaction 
The concept of "housing satisfaction" is often viewed as the extent to which residents 
like or dislike their present housing environment. With such a definition, it becomes possible 
to directly study housing satisfactions by asking people, through different survey methods, 
whether they are happy or unhappy with their present housing environment and whether they 
have complaints regarding specific components of their housing environment such as the 
neighborhood, number of rooms, home construction, location, or interior design. 
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National housing surveys in the U. S. reveal that the majority of housing units (94%) 
are adequate and that American households have fairly high opinions of their housing units. 
On a scale of 1 to 10 with 10 being most favorable, more than 70 percent of households rated 
their units an 8 or better (Dept. of Housing and Development, 2003). 
Studies show that about three out of four residents are happy with their home and that 
satisfaction is dependent on a variety of physical and mental factors (Galster, 1987b; Sogaard 
and Tremblay, 1981) defines satisfaction in terms of "perceived gap between a respondent's 
residential needs and aspirations and the reality of the current residential context." According 
to Galster, individuals evaluate their housing not only by their actual conditions, but also by 
their desires for the future and their experiences of the past. Housing needs and aspiration are 
influenced by objective household characteristics as well as by one's reference group and 
housing feasibility in the market. Thus, housing satisfaction is related to housing quality, 
household characteristics, previous housing experience, and household needs among other 
variables. Identifying the correlates of housing satisfaction is the core procedure for most 
housing research in this area. 
Early analysis of housing satisfaction concentrated on satisfaction as a consequence 
of the characteristics of the family (Caplow, 1948). Later studies have shown that normative 
housing deficits explain much of the relationship between housing and household 
characteristics and housing satisfaction (Morris et al., 1976; Crull et al., 1991). People are 
dissatisfied with their housing because there is a normative housing deficit. 
There are three stages in the development of satisfaction (Morris and Winter, 1993). 
The first stage is a comparison of current housing with norms to discover whether a deficit 
exists. The second stage is an assessment of constraints. The third stage is development of 
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preferences for possible improvement of housing. People's housing expectations are not 
always the same. New experiences and increased levels of awareness might lead to new 
levels of expectations that will lead to changes in degrees of satisfaction. 
Housing satisfaction has been studied in relation to housing adjustment behavior and 
demographic factors. Housing satisfaction served as an intervening variable between the 
demographic variables and housing adjustment desires of the families (Crull et al., 1991; 
Guthrie and Barclay, 1981; Morris at el., 1976; Lee at al., 1994; Speare, 1974). 
Measurement of housing satisfaction can be both objective and subjective. In their 
test of the housing adjustment model of residential mobility using two tests, Crull et al. 
(1991) used two different six-item subjective indices to measure housing satisfaction. These 
items included the following: satisfaction with tenure; structure type; number of bedrooms; 
physical conditions of dwelling; style and design of dwelling; the image the dwelling gives to 
others; number of rooms; number of bedrooms; floor plan; interior condition; interior 
appearance; and the overall housing situation. In a study of race and housing satisfaction, 
Kinsey and Lane (1983) measured objectively the number of deficiencies in the areas of 
plumbing, security, the structure of the building, pests, and insulation or heating systems. 
Crowdedness and amenities in the housing units have been used to measure housing quality 
(Memken and Canabal, 1994). The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
designed an index of inadequacy to measure deficiencies in six categories including 
plumping, heating, upkeep, electric, kitchen facilities, and hallway maintenance (Hadden and 
Leger, 1990). The HUD index has been widely used to study housing problems of 
disadvantaged groups such as elderly, minority, and female householders (Chi, 1993). 
39 
Obviously, the objective measurements are specific, reflecting the true picture of the 
housing and its environment. Nevertheless, subjective measurement is valuable because it 
provides a general view of how the individual sees his/her housing condition and combines 
many physical and socio-psychological factors. In their classic study of housing adjustment 
behavior, Morris et al. (1976) made the same argument favoring the use of single overall 
evaluation because it represents a combination of satisfactions with various features of the 
house and is a better measurement than an arbitrary index or summation. It is a unifying 
concept, which accommodates the variety of housing priorities held by different individuals 
who might assign various meanings to their housing. 
Researchers have studied housing satisfaction in relation to overall satisfaction with 
quality of life and found they are significantly related (Peck and Steward, 1985). Housing 
satisfaction also contributes to job satisfaction for residents of certain professions as it 
applies to space for an office and work related materials (Henderson, 1987; Keller et al., 
1997). Housing satisfaction was also found to be associated with good psychological health 
measured by perceived quality of life and feelings of self-efficacy (Adams, 1992). 
Researchers have also studied housing satisfaction among different social groups (Baillie and 
Peart, 1992; Cook et al., 1994; Crull, 1994; Friedman and Cammalleri, 1993; Johnson at al., 
1993). Each study addressed the housing needs for the target group and identified factors 
affecting housing satisfaction. 
Housing satisfaction has been studied in relation to neighborhood satisfaction. Some 
suggested a two-way relationship between the two (Lu, 1999). Neighborhood perceptions 
appear to affect housing satisfaction (Varady and Preiser, 1998), although to a lesser extent 
than they influence neighborhood satisfaction (Bruin and Cook, 1997; Newman and Duncan, 
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and Duncan, 1979). Neighborhood satisfaction leads to high levels of housing satisfaction 
(Baillie and Peart, 1992; Morris and Winter, 1993). Individuals satisfied with their housing 
might see more positive attributes in the neighborhood. This indicates a fact that quality 
houses are often located in neighborhoods with positive attributes. 
Neighborhood perceptions appear to affect housing satisfaction (Varady and Preiser, 
1998). Homer Hoyt (Knox, 1994) proposed a sector theory for explaining the urban 
residential landscape. Cities consist of different sectors defined by transport routes and 
topography. The sectors are relatively homogeneous in terms of social class with one sector 
consisting primarily of middle class, another of the working class or lower-income class. 
Neighborhood and housing quality would vary more by sector than by distance from the 
center of the city. 
Household Characteristics 
Researchers have studied demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of 
households in relation to housing satisfaction. In their classic study of the effects of 
household characteristics on housing satisfaction, Morris et al. (1976) have shown that 
influences on satisfaction are confined to housing deficits when included in a multivariate 
analysis. None of the demographic and socioeconomic variables had an independent effect 
on satisfaction when normative housing deficits were included in the analysis. Similarly, age 
of householder, race, length of residence, and other factors were found to have a direct effect 
on the likelihood of moving but not on the level of housing and neighborhood satisfaction 
(Varady, 1983). Other research, however, has shown that certain demographic variables have 
a direct effect on housing satisfaction. For example, Galster (1987a) found that the elderly 
are more likely to be satisfied with their homes than are younger householders, even when 
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other characteristics are held constant. This may be due to the lower expectations of the 
elderly or it may be due to their reluctance to undergo the strains of moving. 
It seems that there are two competing hypotheses about the indicators of 
socioeconomic status (income, education, employment, welfare) — an important determinant 
on housing satisfaction. Housing quality is directly tied to income, and income determines 
housing tenure and affordability. It is generally assumed that those with higher income might 
have greater capacity to find a better home. In this case, income, education, and employment 
would be correlated with housing satisfaction. On the other hand, the more socially mobile 
householders might have higher standards and aspirations that might lead them to be more 
dissatisfied (Freeman, 1998). 
Household characteristics can have direct influence on housing adjustment behavior. 
In a study of residents in the state of Utah and Oregon, Lee and colleagues (1994) found that 
household characteristics had direct influences on the propensity to move at retirement. 
Older, better-educated, healthier, metropolitan dwellers are more likely to move during the 
first ten years of retirement. This is consistent with the findings of other studies (Patrick, 
1980; Sullivan, 1985). One study of older home owners found that those who are housing 
rich, but income poor, are more likely to undertake moving or nonmoving adjustment in 
comparison with those who are older home owners who are not in such situations. Among 
the housing rich and income poor, moving is more likely to be an option for housing 
adjustment than nonmoving adjustment (Querela and Rohe, 1992). In the same study, the 
levels of housing and neighborhood satisfaction were not found to be significantly associated 
with housing adjustment decisions. 
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Some studies have indicated racial differences as the primary reasons for 
differentiation in housing quality. Racial differences in housing patterns can be directly tied 
to discrimination (Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, 1991). In his study of the 
segregation of Blacks in the South, Scott (1983) concluded that economic discrimination is a 
major factor in housing discrimination. Others think that discrimination in the housing 
market was not considered important until the civil rights movement in the 1960s. Wilson 
(1980) claimed that discrimination had been less of a problem for the minorities and that it 
was the poverty of minorities that led to their poor housing conditions. However, one can 
argue that poverty might be a result of discrimination in the job market. Clay (1989) 
indicated that minority access to housing opportunities is restricted. Minorities are often 
associated with poor housing quality (Memken and Canabal, 1994). A study of housing for 
female heads of households revealed that educational level and household size were among 
the important predictors of housing cost burden (Cook et al., 1994) 
Extended Family 
Family extension presents a variety of living arrangements with sub-families or 
individuals sharing residence. Horizontal family extension involves family members from the 
same generation or other related lines such as brothers, sisters, aunts, and uncles. Vertical 
family extension involves more than one generation of adults (Ruggles, 1987). Vertically 
extended families contain some combination of parents, grandparents, and grandchildren, 
whereas horizontally extended families contain relatives of the same generation (Glick et al., 
1997). Some families may extend to individuals as an adoptee and a boarder for emotional 
and economic reasons. One form of extended family that has received more attention from 
researchers in recent years is the return of young, single adults to their parents' households 
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attributed to 'normal' transition of early adult life such as dropping out of college, divorce, 
and unemployment (DaVanzo and Goldscheider, 1990). 
Over the decades, extended family households have decreased in the United States 
due to rapid growth of material wealth and massive urbanization movements (De Vos, 1993). 
Among Whites, extended households dropped from 20 percent in 1910 to a 7 percent low in 
1980 while among the African American households, the percentage is between 24 percent 
and 17 percent during the period (Ruggles, 1994). The decline in extended family households 
came to an end during the 1980s, in part due to the large number of immigrants from Latin 
America and Asia who came to the U. S during the period (Glick et al., 1997). Census data 
showed a 2 percent increase in the number of extended family households among the total 
population from 1980 (10%) to 1990 (12%). 
Extension as a means of sharing economic and emotional resources can be interpreted 
differently due to difference in race, ethnicity, and cultures (Koebel and Murray, 1999). 
Family structure refers to the aggregate of family members who, through culturally 
prescribed roles, interact within the family unit in socially sanctioned and recurring ways to 
carry out the functions of the family (Yorburg, 1973). Since cultural prescriptions and 
functions of the family are different from society to society, there have been different types 
of family structures. In modern industrial societies, the nuclear family is the predominant 
form of family structure while the extended family is common in more agrarian societies. 
The traditional Asian family, under ideal conditions, was limited to members of a single 
extended multi-generational family. Through the device of kinship, members of a household 
share economic resources and social psychological security, as well as conflicts and anxieties 
of other family members. Members of both sexes and all age groups were usually present in 
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the household (Das and Bardis, 1979). The right to authority is limited to those having the 
ascribed qualification of oldest. In part, age was held to have intrinsic merit. Because men 
were held to have appropriate moral qualifications, family authority was limited to older 
married men. The elderly were venerated as repositories of communal and family wisdom. 
Young people in the traditional Asian family were involved in the process of family 
formation; they were valued for bringing their own children into the family, a future 
economic resource and a guarantee of family continuity. As young people reached positions 
of adult responsibility, the extended family reached a stage of maturity (Lazar, 1979). 
Extended family values may not originate from tradition alone, but more from a 
defensive adaptive response by dependent and vulnerable migrants attempting to cope with a 
new culture and society (Cohler and Grunnebaum, 1981; Gelfand, 1989). For Asian and 
Pacific Islanders in America, whether from tradition or coping necessity, if extended family 
values are stronger among newcomers, then there have to be some important differences in 
family living arrangements between the new immigrants and those who have been in the 
country for several generations. For some new Asian immigrants, extended family is 
predominant (Parrillo, 1997). Encouraged in part by the sense of duty and responsibility 
arising out of filial piety, by values of stressing ancestor worship and the importance of 
family name, family becomes a cohesive structure. Loneliness and isolation for the 
unmarried or the aged seldom occur because the extended family embraces and absorbs these 
members of the family (Parrillo, 1997). 
Nevertheless, no typical Asian family model exists. The blending of U. S. and Asian 
cultures affects the family structure and upward social mobility affects the traditional family 
system. Often, you do not find extended families among second or third generation Asian 
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immigrants because they rely on themselves for resources rather than on their parents. The 
extended family value as a cultural feature changes gradually. Studies done in Taiwan in the 
1970's and 1980's indicated that the majority of married couples whose parents were alive 
lived in an extended family for some time after marriage and before forming their own 
nuclear families (Chi, 1986; Freedman et al., 1978). Some of those breaking away from their 
parents' homes leave behind unmarried and /or married siblings who continue to fulfill the 
traditional filial obligations. To compensate for their departure, many of those who leave 
make regular financial contributions and pay visits to their parents (Freedman et al., 1978) 
This new form of residence pattern has retained certain aspects of traditional values without a 
lifetime commitment to the traditional extended family system. It has been a rational and 
practical response to a rapidly changing social world. As a distinctive group of Asian 
Americans, the Hmong came to this country as war refugees from Southeast Asia. In their 
patrilineal society, they have a very strong system of extended family that binds individuals 
together (Parrillo, 1997). 
Length of Residence 
As discussed in the previous chapters, most of the Asian immigrants came to the U. S. 
for economic reasons or voluntary resettlement. Often, they initially settle in neighborhoods 
with a high concentration of residents from their own country of origin for social ties and 
comfort in coping with the shock of the new culture (Portes, 1995). As the new immigrants 
adjust to their new environment, accumulating human capital and material wealth, they tend 
to assimilate to the host culture by moving out of their ethnic ghettos into neighborhoods 
where the majority live (Massey and Denton, 1985). Yet, due to reasons of cultural proximity 
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and social and economic benefits, many individuals who are not recent immigrants choose to 
live in neighborhoods where others of the same ethnic group live (Rumbault, 1992). 
Traditional assimilation theories consider the length of residence in the host society 
and naturalization as key determinants of immigrants' success (Park and Burgess, 1967). The 
length of residence in the host country and the number of generations are the two most 
common proxies for possible contacts with members of the majority group for cultural 
assimilation. The more years immigrants reside in the host society, the better they understand 
the norms of functioning in the society and the better access they have to support networks 
(Hao, 2003). Since most public support from state and federal governments is restricted to 
immigrants with legal permanent residence status, it is very difficult for new immigrants to 
get public support, such as food stamps, Medicaid, and college tuition loans available to 
immigrants who have acquired their permanent resident status. My informants indicated that 
for those Asians who came as non-immigrants, that is, as students, and professionals, it 
usually takes around eight years to ten years to get economically established and acquire 
legal permanent residence following lengthy immigration procedures (Bian, 2004). In their 
study of immigrant quality and assimilation in the U. S. labor market, LaLonde and Topel 
(1991) found that immigrants need ten years of experience in the U. S. to offset most of the 
earnings disadvantage of new immigrants. Family-based immigration also takes up to eight 
to ten years to happen. 
Culturally, it takes much longer for the first generation to be assimilated than for the 
second generation, because the younger generations are engaged with the educational system 
of the host society and peers of the majority group. This is especially true for Asian and 
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Pacific Islanders whose cultures are more different from American culture than those of 
Europeans (White et al., 1993). 
Gordon (1964) argued that assimilation for immigrants is multi-dimensional, and 
temporal change in one dimension does not lead immediately to change in others. Some 
aspects of assimilation are more easily achievable than others. Aspects such as language 
acquisition and familiarity of local cultures are easy to achieve due to direct exposure and 
experience in the host society. Other aspects such as interracial marriage and entry into 
prestigious associations with members of the host society are more difficult to achieve 
(Hirschman, 2001). 
Although length of residence is an importance factor in assimilation, other factors 
such as educational attainment and the professional skills immigrants had prior to migration 
also play an important role in their assimilation. Census data show Asians and Pacific 
Islander and Black naturalized-citizen householders had higher homeownership rates than 
their native counterparts. The rates were 71.3 percent and 51.4 percent, respectively, for 
naturalized-citizen householders compared to 56.5 percent and 48.5 percent, respectively, for 
native householders (U. S. Census Bureau, 2002). Meanwhile, census data show that the 
longer foreign-born individuals live in the U. S., the more likely they were to become 
homeowners. For naturalized citizen householders the homeownership rate was 77.1 percent 
for those who entered the country in 1974 or earlier, compared with 60.1% for those who 
entered in 1975 or later (U. S. Census Bureau, 2002). 
For cultural assimilation, location of housing can be a strong factor influencing the 
process of assimilation. Recent developments in assimilation theories shifted from the 
individualistic emphasis to that of space and location. Spatial assimilation theory and 
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locational attainment theory explain how individual socioeconomic characteristics are sorted 
across highly differentiated neighborhoods, which in turn influences subsequent economic 
actions and success. The attainment means increased contacts with native non-Hispanic 
Whites. The spatial assimilation theory and the locational attainment theory (Alba and 
Logan, 1991; Massey and Denton, 1985) suggest that the spatial context in residential 
neighborhoods is very important in determining the success of immigrants. To achieve a 
higher social status, large numbers of middle- and higher-income minority households moved 
from central city neighborhoods to suburban areas during the late 1980s and early 1990s 
(Galster, 1992). In recent, some scholars have called for réévaluation of the applicability of 
the traditional assimilation theories in contemporary immigration research (Alba and Nee, 
2003, Portes and Zhou, 1993) 
Segmented assimilation theory addresses contemporary immigrants who are largely 
non-Hispanic White and their placement in different segments of society organized mainly 
by race-ethnicity. Placement in residential neighborhoods determines the opportunities and 
constraints in individuals' access to economic and social opportunities, which affects the 
individuals' upward or downward assimilation paths. In a study of private support and public 
assistance to immigrant families, Hao (2003) found much lower percentages of immigrant 
families than native-born families of the same race receiving private and public support in 
terms of housing and transportation. Naturalization expressed commitment to stay 
permanently in the U. S., which may strengthen the motive for greater economic success and 
social mobility (Hao, 2003). Census data show that non-citizens had a lower rate of 
homeownership than naturalized citizens. Non-citizen householders who entered the country 
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in 1974 or earlier had a homeownership rate of 63.0 percent compared with 31.7 percent for 
those who entered in 1975 or later (U. S. Census Bureau, 2002). 
Cultural Norms 
Cultural norms are defined as standards or rules a society sets for behavior or life 
conditions (Morris and Winter, 1978). They are the limits within which humans in a certain 
society operate. Family/personal norms guide the household or family. While they are 
influenced by cultural norms, household norms do not necessarily coincide with the norms of 
the culture. In addition, family/personal norms are allowed to deviate from cultural norms in 
response to constraining factors in the situation. For example, owning single detached family 
housing is a cultural norm in North America. But many people rent apartments, either 
because they cannot afford a house or because they favor rental housing due to the flexibility 
in financial arrangements. For many Asians, renting from the government or a private 
landlord is a norm in their home country, due to factors such as lack of financing institutions 
and the high cost of housing construction in comparison to household income. 
In the U. S., another important cultural norm is that each household member has one 
bedroom. But for some families, sharing bedrooms among family members might be the 
norm. This is especially true for Asian American families who have to live in crowded 
housing due to economic constraints. The agrarian nature of Asian societies often dictates 
such an arrangement as a way of life for certain families before they migrate to this country. 
A housing deficit is a condition when certain housing norms are not met. Deviations 
from either cultural or family norms for housing indicate a household's normative housing 
deficits. Deficits are a source of dissatisfaction. A family living in housing that does not meet 
either the cultural or the family norms is expected to be more dissatisfied than families in 
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housing that meets the norms. Studies have found cultural norms to be a strong factor 
influencing housing satisfaction (Crull et al., 1991; Morris et al., 1976). In the classic study 
using data obtained from 405 adult households, Morris et al. (1976) assessed the influence of 
cultural and family norms on housing satisfaction and propensity to move. Because they 
found that normative deficits (structure and space) strongly influenced housing satisfaction, 
they suggested that cultural norms should be included in the study of housing satisfaction. 
The level of satisfaction of the residents is related to how well the housing meets the 
expectations of the residents (Galster, 1987b). The lack of options due to economic 
constraints may lead to reduced expectations and higher satisfaction with current housing. 
Individuals who lived in poor housing conditions may not have high expectations. They will 
be more satisfied with housing conditions that might be unacceptable to others in the similar 
economic conditions. Since most Asian Americans have experienced housing with deficits in 
Asia compared to what is considered standard in the U. S., they are expected to be satisfied 
with housing under normal conditions in the U. S. In their study of housing among female-
headed household, Morris and Winter (1982) also found that although female-headed 
households are more likely to live in unconventional housing, they are not different than the 
jointly headed households in level of housing satisfaction. Female-headed households seem 
to have avoided the dissatisfaction resulting from living in non-normative housing by 
developing unconventional preferences. Similarly, Heywood (2002) argues that although 
low-income homeowners are apparently satisfied with their poor housing conditions, they are 
fully aware of the extent to which their homes are in poor condition. 
If people are aware of their housing's problems, but still rate their homes highly, it is 
very probable that other elements regarding housing are more important to them than housing 
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conditions (Heywood, 2002). It might be positive neighborhood factors that mean more to 
the residents or their not being homeless. For Asian Americans, especially the new 
immigrants, living under poorer housing conditions in a neighborhood where many of 
members of their ethic group reside with social and cultural networks in place might be more 
important than living in better housing in a neighborhood where they are the only members 
of their ethnic group. Even if they are able to afford better housing, they might be investing 
their resources in other areas such as their children's education. 
In a study of housing satisfaction of East Asian students in a university setting, Qadir 
(1993) found that because of the different cultural backgrounds on campus, student residents 
often slightly modified their rented university apartments to better fit their cultural needs for 
maximum housing satisfaction. He also found that the physical aspects, more specifically the 
interior physical aspects — infrastructure, utilities, and services, impacted on student's daily 
activities and adaptability within the housing environment. 
Tenure 
Studies have found tenure status, as one of the housing norms, is an important factor 
influencing housing satisfaction and the decision to move (Crull et al., 1991; Morris and 
Jakubczak, 1988; Rossi, 1955). Owning a high quality dwelling is an important part of the 
"American Dream" due to tax benefits and investment security (Galster, 1987a, Russell, 
1998). Homeownership reached the rate of 65.6 percent in 1980s, increased to 66.8 percent in 
1999 (Joint Center for Housing Studies, 1999) and to more than 68 percent in 2003 (JCHS, 
2004). The increase was mainly due to economic growth and low mortgage interest rates. 
Minorities made up less than 20 percent of all homeowners (JCHS, 1999). Ownership for 
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non-Hispanic Whites was 74.7 percent and 53.9 percent for Asian and Pacific Islanders 
(JCHS, 2003). 
Renting is a good option for those who cannot afford to buy. It is predicted that 30 
percent of households will be renting in 2010 (JCHS, 1999). By 2000, 39 percent of the 
renters were minorities, and the foreign-born share of renters was 17 percent making up a 
large segment of the rent population. About one-third of the renters are single-family home 
renters (JCHS, 1999). 
Researchers have shown that those who own homes expressed higher levels of life 
satisfaction than those who rent (Fried, 1982). Research by White and Schollaert (1993) 
indicated that homeownership is among many factors that contribute to residential and 
neighborhood satisfaction. Using data obtained from 305 residents of moderate- to low-
priced housing from eleven counties representing the Piedmont region of North Carolina, 
Gruber and colleagues (1981; 1985) examined the effects of different types of residential 
arrangements and found that single-family dwellings and mobile home residents were more 
satisfied with their housing costs than were apartment residents. Mobile home residents were 
more satisfied than conventional home residents with the community amenities available 
where they lived. 
In proposing a model of homeownership and cognitive well-being, White and 
Schollaert (1993) found that home ownership increases feelings of overall well-being by 
increasing satisfaction with the residential environment and increasing interaction with other 
residents in the community. Home ownership produces a sense of permanency and a 
psychological as well as an economic investment in the residential neighborhood. It was 
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hypothesized that owners, in comparison to renters, would develop a sense of residential 
stability which would increase the owner's stake in the neighborhood (White and Schollaert, 
1993). This, in turn, would produce a greater concern for the welfare of the residential 
environment. 
However, not all home owners enjoy the sense of residential stability. Older home 
owners with an underconsumption of housing relative to nonhousing consumption were very 
likely to move. Also, home owners with an overconsumption of housing relative to 
nonhousing consumption are likely to move (Venti and Wise, 1989). 
Structure Type 
The type of dwelling people choose to live in is guided by structural norms. Research 
shows that housing type is an important factor in housing satisfaction and has significant and 
direct effect on propensity to move (Baillie, 1990). In the United States, the predominant 
housing structure is single-family detached house, symbolizing a high standard of living. 
This structure has been the choice of most households. A survey in 1999 indicated a strong 
desire for such a structure type, as 82 percent of home buyers preferred single family housing 
over townhouses at a similar price, even though they had to travel further to work and 
shopping centers (National Association of Home Builders, 1998). 
Nevertheless, as an alternative to single family homes, townhouses, condominiums, 
and other forms of housing have become popular in certain segments of population due to 
their special features. Retirees and young professionals prefer these housing types for their 
amenities, security, low maintenance, and ease of occupancy. Condominium markets are 
booming, and both sales and the price of existing condos/co-ops have risen steadily for eight 
years. In the meantime, manufactured housing placements have declined for the fifth 
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consecutive year (JCHS, 2004). Multifamily unit construction has risen from 11 percent in 
1993 to 18 percent in 1998 indicating its increasing popularity (JCHS, 1999). About 38 
percent of American households live in apartments out of choice. 
Space 
Space, often measured by the number of bedrooms, is the most important factor for 
consideration in purchasing or renting family housing. Cultural space norms mandate the 
amount and type of space needed (Morris, 1972). Family size, composition, and stage in the 
life cycle determine the amount of space in prospective housing. The size of the dwelling and 
amount of space available are positively related to housing satisfaction (Keinsey and Lane, 
1983, Morris et al., 1976). 
In contrast to the Census Bureau definition, Greenfield and Lewis (1973) developed 
an overcrowding index based on the following criteria: 
1). A married couple may share a sleeping room. 
2). No more than two children of the same sex may share a sleeping room past age 
twelve. 
3). No more than two children of the opposite sex may share a sleeping room past age 
three. 
4). All other persons must have individual sleeping rooms. 
In addition, a living room, a kitchen, and bath are needed. Morris and Winter (1978) 
developed a Standard of Normative Need for space. Different cultures have different norms 
regarding the sexes and ages of individuals who may share a sleeping room. In the U. S. 
space is evaluated by the number of bedrooms in a house. 
The person-per-room ratio is often used to measure overcrowding by the Census 
Bureau. A person is considered to be living in an overcrowded situation if there is more than 
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one person, including children, per room (Meeks, 1980). This measure does not consider 
factors such as room size, age, sex, or the relationship of the occupants. Another measure of 
housing space is the extent to which two households share the same housing unit, regardless 
of the number of rooms. Over the decades, overcrowding and doubling up have steadily 
declined (Dept. of Housing and Urban Development, 2003). 
Overcrowding may cast several negative effects on individuals. People who live in 
overcrowded conditions become susceptible to disease, and overcrowding can lead to tension 
among family members that could cause a family breakdown (Meeks, 1980). 
For most U. S. households in the 1990s, overcrowding and lack of space was not a 
problem because family sizes became smaller while homes became larger. Median square 
footage of a new home increased from 1,535 square feet in 1975 to two thousand square feet 
in 1998. The increase in square footage for multifamily units is nearly eighty square feet, 
from a median of 942 square feet in 1975 to 1,020 square feet in 1998 (JCHS, 1999). 
However, beginning in the 1980s, the problem of crowding rose again. By the year 2000, 6.1 
million households (5.8%) lived in crowded conditions (JCHS, 2004). Immigrants are far 
more likely to live in crowded housing than native born. Twenty-six percent of foreign-born 
households experienced problems of crowding compared to only 3 percent of native-born 
households. The rise of the crowding problem is almost entirely due to growth in foreign-
born households in recent decades (JCHS, 2004). 
Housing Expenditure 
Housing norms expect individuals to spend according to their wealth and lifestyle. 
Cultural norms do not expect a family to live in a home beyond their means, nor do they 
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expect a wealthy family to live in substandard housing. A typical standard for housing 
expenditure in America is that a household should spend no more than 30 percent of its 
household income on housing, especially if they are renting. Housing affordability continues 
to be a problem for a large of proportion of the population (Lerman and Reedier, 1987). The 
burden of housing cost increases since the 1970s has affected American households 
significantly (Chi and Laquatra, 1998). Research indicates that increase in housing costs for 
women varies by age, living arrangement, and presence of children, and that single mothers 
experienced the highest housing burdens (Cook et al., 1994). 
In 1980, the median price of new home was $63,000 (Tremblay, 1981), while it 
increased to $163,000 in 1999 (JCHS, 1999). The median price of an existing home in 1999 
was $133,000 (HUD, 1999). As may be expected, rising costs for housing tend to affect low-
income households more than other types of households. In 1991, a typical low-income 
family spent 38 percent of its household income on housing (Apgar, 1991). By 2001, the 
percentage had risen to 45 percent (JCHS, 2004). Among low-income households, renting or 
owning one's home has a strong effect on housing cost. Compared to owners, renters suffer 
greater housing cost burdens. Among all types of American households, those who face the 
greatest difficulty in locating affordable housing are renter-households with children (Stone, 
1989). Minority status for certain groups has been found to be significantly negatively related 
to residential quality and satisfaction (Memken and Canabal, 1994). 
Housing Quality 
Researchers agree that the quality of housing in the United States is the best in the 
world compared to other nations (Hartman, 1983). The number of units that are overcrowded, 
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lack plumbing, or show signs of structural dilapidation have been significantly reduced over 
the past decades, and less than 5 percent of the nation's housing stock is of poor quality 
(Gilderbloom and Appelbaum, 1988; Meeks, 1988). However, there is no well-recognized 
definition of housing quality. In 1981, HUD issued a definition of physically inadequate 
housing which included ten possible deficiencies in the area of plumbing, kitchen facilities, 
physical structure, common area fixtures, heating, and electrical systems (Appendix A). 
Morris and colleagues' study (1976) indicated that existence of housing deficits 
measured against cultural norms reduces the level of housing satisfaction. Other studies 
found that housing quality significantly influenced housing satisfaction, especially for elderly 
homeowners (Ha and Weber, 1991; Zhu and Shelton, 1996). 
Housing quality was also found to be negatively related to minority status, and 
minorities are primary users of public housing programs (Memken and Canabal, 1994). In 
evaluating the connections between housing inadequacy of Black and non-Hispanic White 
households in poverty and their housing satisfaction, Crull (1996) found that racial status 
does not directly affect housing satisfaction, and housing inadequacy functions as the key 
intervening variable between race and housing satisfaction. 
Researchers have attempted to measure inadequate housing through the American 
Housing Survey (AHS) (Hadden and Léger, 1990; Harris, 1976). Struyk and Turner (1984) 
used eight of HUD's ten deficiencies to judge a physically inadequate housing unit and found 
that tenure, age, and composition of dwelling deficiencies were related to housing 
inadequacy. Weicher (1986) recommended the inclusion of three additional criteria in the 
58 
measurement of housing inadequacy: frequent heating system breakdowns, holes in interior 
floors, and loose or missing steps in public hallway. 
Using the AHS data set, researchers carefully designed and evaluated different 
measurements on housing quality. The frequently used hierarchical three-level measure, 
computed by HUD, identified dwelling units as "adequate," "moderately inadequate," and 
"severely inadequate" (Hadden and Léger, 1990). Golant and La Creca (1995) computed an 
overall numerical measure that represented a simple count of the number of physical 
deficiencies afflicting each dwelling unit. This measure makes no judgment about which 
problems are more serious but concludes that dwellings with multiple deficiencies are a 
greater threat to the occupants' well being. Golant and La Greca (1995) designed another 
measure, named numerical, to alleviate the weakness inherent in the global HUD indicators 
of housing deficiencies. The numerical measure was calculated by grouping the twenty six 
deficiency indicators into six conceptually and policy-related sets: dwellings without kitchens; 
dwellings without plumbing; those in a general state of disrepair; dwellings with inadequate 
heating or cooling equipment; those with plumbing or sewer breakdowns, and common-area 
deficiencies. 
Neighborhood Satisfaction 
The study of neighborhoods started in 1916 when urban sociologist Robert Park 
published his research on human behavior in urban neighborhoods. From the urban 
ecological perspective, sociologists of the Chicago School studied urban neighborhoods to 
learn about poverty, class relations, and other social processes (Park and Burgess, 1967). 
Researchers still cannot agree on a definition of neighborhood. Dependent upon the area of 
interest, social scientists conceptualized and defined neighborhood differently (Higgitt and 
59 
Menken, 2001). Some define neighborhood as an area where people share some common 
facilities necessary to domestic life (Mumford, 1961). Others define neighborhood as a local 
unit in which residents get personally acquainted with one another due to residential 
proximity (Lynch, 1981). In the study of housing, neighborhood factors often include 
personal assessment of the neighborhood, relations with neighbors, the neighborhood's 
appearance and other issues such as noise and safety. Neighborhood characteristics 
contribute greatly to residential and community satisfaction (Peck and Stewart, 1990; Vrbka 
and Combs, 1993). 
Living in a satisfying neighborhood is an important aspect of well-being. But what 
constitutes a satisfying neighborhood? Each individual in the neighborhood might have his or 
her own sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. One could measure neighborhood 
satisfaction by asking residents a series of questions about different aspects of their 
neighborhood. Some researchers used a single question to measure neighborhood satisfaction, 
believing that respondents are capable of giving a realistic and general assessment of their 
neighborhood (Baillie and Peart, 1992; Crull, 1996). This approach is also based on the 
assumption that residents use the concept of neighborhood that is most relevant to them when 
answering questions. In order to give a more precise meaning to the term "neighborhood 
satisfaction," some studies used a more complex construct. Adams (1992) used a five-item 
scale that includes ratings of "friendly people," "good place to live," "pleasant," and "good 
neighbors," and an overall neighborhood satisfaction. Although the multi-item measurement 
is more specific in interpreting the meaning of neighborhood satisfaction, it may lead to 
confusion between overall satisfaction and the neighborhood attributes used to predict it 
(Allen et al., 1985). As argued by Parkes et al. (2002), using a unifying, subjective measure 
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of the quality of neighborhood life might be the most appropriate yardstick against the 
measurement of impact of many perceived neighborhood attributes. According to Parkes and 
colleagues (2002), neighborhood is difficult to define and attempting to do so may prevent 
respondents from using the concept of neighborhood that is most relevant to them. It is also 
difficult to make judgments on the relative importance of widely differing attributes such as 
perceived neighborhood insecurity or lack of local shops, unless one determines whether 
these attributes affect how individuals rate neighborhood life overall. 
In addition to local neighborhood attributes such as schools, safety, and quality of 
environment, some socio-demographic factors are also significant predictors for 
neighborhood satisfaction (Lee and Guest, 1983). These factors include population density 
and compositional variables, such as ethnic group and educational level. Studies in the 
United Kingdom drew the similar conclusion that lower-income groups and those living in 
higher-densities experience greater neighborhood dissatisfaction (Burrows and Rhodes, 
1998; Parkes et al., 2002). 
Studies show that most Americans are satisfied with their neighborhoods (Dept. of 
Housing and Urban Development, 2003; Fried, 1982; Lu, 1999). The length of time an 
individual has lived in a certain area, the specific attachments to an individual's residence, 
and special events occurring in the neighborhood can contribute to neighborhood satisfaction 
(Rubinstein and Parmelee, 1992). In addition, the people may be satisfied with their 
neighborhood because they either moved to a preferred neighborhood or adapted to a 
neighborhood from which they cannot move (Lee et al., 1994; Lu, 1999). 
Different aspects of the neighborhood predict satisfaction. Policy-makers are savvy to 
which neighborhood attributes are most important in predicting satisfaction. In a survey of 
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neighborhood satisfaction in East Columbus, Ohio, neighborhood amenities, mature long-
term residents, helpful neighbors, quick police response, convenient bus stops, and sidewalks 
were identified as strengths of a neighborhood, while deteriorated streets and sidewalks, 
drugs and crime, high drop-out rate, low employment, vacant homes, absentee landlords, and 
lack of security were identified as weaknesses of a neighborhood (Columbus Compact Corp., 
2001). Studies found that the crime rate and feelings of personal safety were dominant 
predictors of neighborhood satisfaction (Adams, 1992; Cook, 1988; Taylor, 1995). However, 
perceived safety was found to be less important compared to environmental variables, such 
as the amount of noise and sunlight or presence of acquaintances (Loo, 1986; Savasdisara, 
1988). Several studies suggested that different social groups may attach more importance to 
certain neighborhood features (Cook, 1988, Flaming and Griffith, 1990; Galster and Hesser, 
1981). For example, Cook (1988) found that although urban and suburban single mothers are 
both concerned about the neighborhood safety, suburban single mothers pay greater attention 
to lack of noise, access to local shops, and friendly neighbors while urban single mothers pay 
more attention to housing opportunities and discrimination in housing markets. 
Flaming and Griffith (1990) found that White males prefer same-race neighborhoods 
when considering purchasing a house. For White females, neighborhoods with 90 percent or 
more same-race or less than 50 percent same-race are seen as equally preferable and receive 
similar consideration ratings. 
Since its development, housing adjustment theory has been used as a guide for 
numerous studies on housing (Steggell et al., 2003). The samples used in the studies were 
drawn either from the population at large which includes Asian and Pacific Islander and other 
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drawn either from the population at large which includes Asian and Pacific Islander and other 
racial and ethnic groups or from certain social groups such as single-female householders and 
residents 65 years or older (Morris and Winter, 1976,1982; Cook et al., 1994; Crull, 1994; 
Lee et al., 1994). Under housing adjustment theory, studies also looked into population at 
large in certain regions of the United States (Baillie, 1990, Baillie and Peart, 1992). The 
current study looks into the housing satisfaction of the Asian and Pacific Islander group in 
metropolitan areas in the U. S. 
Theoretical Hypotheses 
Based on the theoretical model above and literature review, the study (1) examines 
the difference in housing satisfaction between Asian and Pacific Islanders and Non-Hispanic 
Whites; and (2) tests the effect of the demographic characteristics of the householder and 
household, characteristics of their housing, and neighborhood satisfaction on housing 
satisfaction for the two groups. The following hypotheses are tested in the study: 
1). Asian and Pacific Islanders are more satisfied with their housing than non-Hispanic 
Whites. 
This hypothesis is based on the large proportion of Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders who have had some experience with poorer housing in Asia or in the U. S. 
during their lifetime. The higher standard of U. S. housing, in general, is expected to 
make Asian and Pacific Islander householders more satisfied with their current housing 
than their non-Hispanic White counterparts, who are likely to take the higher standard of 
housing for granted in the U. S. 
2). For Asian and Pacific Islander householders, those who resided in the U. S. eight 
years or less are more satisfied with housing than those who have resided in the U. 
S. longer than eight years. 
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This is the first cultural issue under investigation. Using eight-years as a threshold is 
based on a general trend: it normally takes around eight to ten years for new immigrants 
to settle in terms of employment and housing. Asian and Pacific Islanders might not 
expect too much from housing as they work to prepare for their future. In the mean time, 
those who are getting settled after eight years will find their current housing 
unsatisfactory and will plan to move to better housing. 
3). Asian and Pacific Islanders who live in extended families are more satisfied with 
their housing than their non-Hispanic White counterparts living in extended 
families. 
This is the second cultural issue in this study. Since family structure is an important 
component in housing arrangement, it is expected that Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders with extended families are more satisfied with their housing than their non-
Hispanic White counterparts living in extended families. Raised in a more traditional 
culture than their American counterparts, Asian and Pacific Islander householders are 
often considered amicable to extended family living arrangements. The testing of their 
housing satisfaction by comparing householders raised in the two different cultures will 
reveal whether heritage affects their housing perceptions. 
4). Housing deficits affect housing satisfaction similarly for both Asian and Pacific 
Islander and non-Hispanic White householders. 
This assumption is based on Asian and Pacific Islander householders' ability to adopt the 
housing norms in the U. S., though they are unable to live up to the norms. Though they 
are more likely to have lived in rental, multi-family, inadequate, crowded, or costly 
housing than in their native country, they may find housing deficits in the U. S. as 
unacceptable as their non-Hispanic White counterparts do. 
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5). Neighborhood satisfaction contributes greatly to housing satisfaction for both Asian 
and Pacific Islander householders and their non-Hispanic White counterparts. 
Neighborhood is a crucial social and physical environment in which a particular housing 
is located. However, neighborhood satisfaction may mean something different for the two 
groups. For Asians and Pacific Islanders, it may mean community support and services 
from their own ethnic group. For non-Hispanic Whites, neighborhood satisfaction may be 
linked to higher social status due to the quality and physical attractiveness of the 
neighborhood. 
6). The model explains housing satisfaction similarly for Asian and Pacific Islanders 
non-Hispanic Whites. 
Since most Asian and Pacific Islanders have come to the U. S. through voluntary 
immigration for economic reasons, they are expected to be assimilated quickly into the 
main stream culture's consumption patterns. They are expected to behave similarly to the 
majority in their perceptions of housing. 
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CHAPTER 5 
STUDY PROCEDURES 
Metropolitan Sample Design 
Because the 2000 U. S. Census stated that 96 percent of the Asian and Pacific 
Islander population lived in metropolitan areas (U. S. Census Bureau 2000), the 2002 
American Housing Survey Metropolitan Public Use Sample (AHS-MS) data was used for the 
this study (http://www.huduser.org/datasets/ahs.html). The 2002 AHS-MS provides 
information on thirteen metropolitan areas included as part of the American Housing Survey 
(AHS), which was conducted by the U. S. Census Bureau for the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD, 2003). The 2002 metropolitan areas surveyed are: Anaheim-
Santa, CA; Buffalo, NY; Charlotte, NC-SC; Columbus, OH; Dallas, TX; Kansas City, MO­
RS; Miami-Ft. Lauderdale, FL; Milwaukee, WI; Phoenix, AZ; Portland, OR-WA; Ontario, 
CA; Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA; and San Diego, CA. 
Most of these metropolitan areas are consistent with the 1993 Office of Management 
and Budget (OMB) definitions of the metropolitan statistical area (MSA), consolidated 
metropolitan statistical area (CMSA), or primary metropolitan statistical area (PMSA). 
Sample Selection 
The 2002 AHS-MS sample consists of the following types of housing units: 
• Housing units selected from the 1990 census 
• New construction in areas that issue building permits 
• Housing units missed in the 1990 census 
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• Other housing units added since the 1990 census 
The Census Bureau initially grouped the units enumerated in the 1990 Census of 
Population and Housing in the United States into census blocks and divided these blocks into 
two frames: the unit/group quarters frame and the area frame. Two criteria distinguished to 
which frame a census block belonged: (1) the completeness of addresses in the block; and (2) 
whether the block was in an area that issued building permits for new construction at the time 
of the 1990 census. 
2002 AHS-MS Telephone Interviewing 
The Census Bureau collected the 2002 AHS-MS data between March and November 
of the year 2002. The prior survey carried out in these metropolitan statistical areas was 
conducted in 1995 and 1994. To keep the cost down, interviewers gathered data from only 
part of the sample group through personal visits. They interviewed the remainder of those in 
the sample by telephone, when possible. Telephone numbers were obtained by matching 
addresses to phone lists provided by a vendor. 
The Sample Size and Data 
The 2002 AHS-MS is a panel survey of units that covers a national probability 
sample of 65,516 housing units. Households in the sample of units are interviewed 
biannually whether or not they resided in the unit in the previous survey. Each household had 
a designated reference person to answer interview questions in the survey. The original 
dataset had 65,516 observations and 1,930 variables. Among the 65,516 observations, there 
are 34,507 non-Hispanic White households and 1,878 non-Hispanic Asian and Pacific 
Islander households. Since the study focuses on comparisons between non-Hispanic White 
and non-Hispanic Asian and Pacific Islander groups, a sub-sample of 1,878 non-Hispanic 
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White households were selected among the total of 34,507 of the group using a simple 
random sampling method with the SAS English 9.0 program. The two sub-samples of equal 
size were then concatenated to form a dataset of 3,756 cases of the two groups. 
Measurement of Variables 
This section provides information on how variables are measured using the HUD 
2002 Metro data. Since family norms are difficult to measure, U. S. cultural housing deficits 
were measured for the study. This is appropriate since the study focuses on the assimilation 
process of Asian and Pacific Islanders in the U. S. 
Housing satisfaction scale 
The housing satisfaction variable is measured by a 10-point scale of the reference 
person's evaluation of his/her dwelling. The respondents were asked the following question 
"On a scale from 1-10, how would you rate your dwelling as a place to live?" Score 1 
represents the least satisfied, and Score 10 represents the most satisfied on a scale of 1 to 10. 
Scores out of the 1 to 10 range are treated as missing values. The average for housing 
satisfaction was 7.94 in the sample of 3,684. 
Asian/white 
Asian/White is measured by Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White 
householder with the former coded as 1 and the latter coded as 0. Asian and Pacific Islanders 
were grouped together in the data as one racial category. 
Household income 
The household income consists of gross income before any deductions and includes 
incomes of all occupants of the housing unit. The income is based on the respondents' reply 
to questions on income for the twelve months before the interview and is the sum of the 
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amounts reported for wage and salary income, net self-employment income, social security 
or railroad retirement income, public assistance or welfare payment, and all other income. 
Household incomes reported in thousands ranged from a debt of -$10 to $1,130 with a mean 
of 73.4 thousand (n=3,756). 
Educational attainment 
The educational levels completed by the householders were coded as ten categories 
with 1st to 4th grade as 1, 5th to 6th grade as 2, 7th and 8th grade as 3, 9th to 11th grade as 4,12th 
grade and high school diploma as 5, some college or diploma from vocational school as 6, 
college associate degree in vocational or academic programs as 7, college bachelor degree as 
8, master's degree as 9, and degree with professional school and doctoral degree as 10. The 
average years of education was between category 6 and 7, indicating the respondents' 
education ranged from some colleges or completion of vocational school to completion of an 
associate college degree (n=3,756). 
Newcomer 
The variable of Newcomer is measured by the number of years the householders have 
lived in the U. S. The respondents were asked in what year he/she came to this country. The 
variable was calculated using the year of arrival minus 2003, resulting in an absolute value. 
Eight years or less is coded as 1 and more than eight years or being born in the U. S. is coded 
as 0. In the sample, over 20 percent (20.1) of the householders resided in the U. S. for eight 
years or less (n=3,756). The percentage for Asian and Pacific Islanders is nearly 40 percent 
(38.9%) compared to less than 2 percent for non-Hispanic White householders who have 
resided in the U. S. for eight years or less. 
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Extended family 
This variable was created using the relationship of the family members to the 
reference person who answered the interview questions. Households that have the 
householder's parents or parents-in-law were coded as 1. Other households were coded as 0. 
In the sample, 11.5 percent were extended family households and 88.5 percent were 
unmarried partner households and married couples with or without children (n=3,756). 
Renter 
The tenure status refers to the three categories of housing in the sample, that is, 
owned or being bought, rented, and offered for free. Renter is coded as 1 if the housing unit 
is rented and it is coded as 0 if the housing unit is owned or being bought, or is offered for 
free. Renting is considered a cultural deficit in the housing norm in North America. In the 
sample, 35 percent were renters, and 65 percent were either owners or free boarders 
(n=3,756). 
Multi-family dwelling 
In the sample, the type of housing had four categories: single detached unit, single 
unit attached, building with two or more apartments, and manufactured housing (mobile 
home). Buildings with two or more apartments were coded 1 and the other three categories 
were coded 0. Nearly 22 percent (21.9%) of the households lived in buildings with two or 
more apartments, and 78.1 percent households lived in the other three forms of structures in 
the sample (n=3,756). 
Housing inadequacy 
Having adequate housing with physical problems of any kind is the housing norm in 
America. Housing inadequacy is measured by the number of problems in certain areas. 
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Plumbing problems include a lack of hot piped water or a flush toilet, or a lack of both 
bathtub and shower for exclusive use of the unit. Heating problems include being 
uncomfortably cold in winter for twenty-four hours or more because of breakdown of heating 
equipment and at least three breakdowns in the last winter for at least six hours each time. 
Maintenance problems include leaking from outdoors and indoors, holes in the floor, holes or 
open cracks in the walls or ceilings, more than a square foot of peeling paint or plaster, or 
rats seen in the last thirty months. Hallway problems include having all of the following 
problems in the public area: no working light fixture; loose or missing steps; loose or missing 
railings; and no elevator. Electric problems include having no electricity, or all of the 
following three electric problems: exposed wiring, a room with no working wall outlet, and 
three blown fuses or tripped circuit breakers in the last thirty months. 
A unit is considered moderately inadequate if it has any of the problems in plumbing, 
heating, maintenance, hallways, and kitchen, but none of the severe problems. Having the 
toilets all break down at once, at least three times in the last three months, for at least six 
hours each time is considered a plumbing problem. Heating problem means having unvented 
gas, oil or kerosene heaters as the main source of heat, with the devices giving off unsafe 
fumes. Maintenance problem means having any three of the six maintenance problems listed 
under the severely inadequate category. Hallway problems refer to having any three of the 
four hallways problems listed under the severely inadequate category. Kitchen problems refer 
to lacking a sink, range, or refrigerator, all for exclusive use of the unit. 
A unit that has none of the problems mentioned above is considered adequate. 
Units that are considered moderately and severely inadequate were coded as 1, and a 
unit considered adequate was coded as 0. The percentage of moderately and severely 
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inadequate units is 4.5 percent in the sample and that of adequate units is 95.5 percent 
(n=3,756). 
Crowding 
The person-per-room ratio is often used to measure crowding. The variable is 
calculated by the total number of rooms divided by the total number of family members. 
Households with more than one person in a room were coded as 1, and those with one person 
or less per room were coded as 0. A little more than 11 percent of the households in the 
sample had more than one person per room and 89 percent had one or less than one person 
per room (n=3,756). 
Cost burden 
This variable was created using the monthly housing cost times 12 divided by the 
annual household income. Some extreme cases were eliminated to make the variable more 
evenly distributed. These cases include cost/income ratios less than 5 percent and greater 
than 95 percent. Households with over 30 percent cost/income ratios were coded as 1, and 
those with 30 percent or less were coded as 0. More than 29 percent of the households had 
house cost burdens in the sample and nearly 71 percent did not (n=3,756). 
In terms of housing cost, the norm in this country is that a household keeps a cost-
income ratio not exceeding 30 percent. Housing cost is the sum of the monthly payments for 
the mortgage(s), installment loan, or contracts, real estate taxes (including taxes on mobile 
homes or trailer sites if the sites are owned), property insurance, utilities (electricity, gas, 
water, and sewage disposal), fuel (oil, coal, kerosene, wood, est.), and garbage collection. 
Housing cost also includes fees (condominium, mobile home, and homeowner association) 
and routine maintenance cost. Housing cost for renters includes monthly rent and utilities. 
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The housing cost-income ratio reflects the proportion of the household's income used for 
housing related expenditure in 2001. 
Neighborhood satisfaction scale 
Neighborhood satisfaction is measured by a 10-point scale of the reference person's 
evaluation of his/her neighborhood. The respondents were asked, "On a scale from 1-10 (1 is 
worst, 10 is best), how would you rate your neighborhood as a place to live?" Score 1 
represents the least satisfaction and Score 10 represents the most satisfaction. Scores out of 
the 1 to 10 range are treated as missing values. The average score for neighborhood 
satisfaction was 7.82 for the sample of 3,677. 
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The Model for Operationalization 
The theoretical model was operationalizable to include the measures of the concepts 
from Figure 1. Figure 2 illustrates the relationships among housing satisfaction and 
demographic characteristics, deficits, and neighborhood satisfaction. 
Figure 5.1. Operational model for housing satisfaction. 
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Statistical Procedures and Regression Models 
Descriptive statistics were used to compare the Asian and Pacific Islander group with 
the non-Hispanic White majority in many different aspects of housing and socioeconomic 
characteristics. 
In order to have a preliminary view of the relationship between different variables, 
Pearson correlations were performed on the dependent and independent variables. 
Correlation coefficients were presented to show the direction and strength of association. 
To test the theoretical hypotheses, simple regression and multiple regressions were 
used. 
Hypothesis 1: Asian and Pacific Islanders are more satisfied with their housing 
than non-Hispanic Whites. 
Analysis: Simple regression on housing satisfaction. 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Asian/White) 
Hypothesis 2: For Asian and Pacific Islander householders, those who resided in 
the U. S. eight years or less are more satisfied with housing than 
those who resided in the U. S. more than eight years. 
Analysis: Simple regression on housing satisfaction 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Newcomer), for Asian and Pacific Islander 
sub-sample 
Additional Analysis: Multiple regression on housing satisfaction for the A and P 
Sample 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Newcomer, Deficits, Newcomer*Renter) 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Newcomer, Deficits, Newcomer*Multi-fam. Dwelling) 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Newcomer, Deficits, Newcomer*Inadequacy) 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Newcomer, Deficits, Newcomer*Crowding) 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Newcomer, Deficits, Newcomer*Cost Burden) 
Hypothesis 3: Asian and Pacific Islanders who live in extended families are more 
satisfied with their housing than their non-Hispanic White 
counterparts living in extended families. 
Analysis: Simple regression of Asian/White on housing satisfaction for extended 
family sub-sample. 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Asian/White) 
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Additional Analysis: Multiple regression of Asian/White and deficit variables and 
interactions of AsianAVhite and Deficits. 
Housing Satisfaction = f (AsianAVhite, Deficits, AsianAVhite*Renter) 
Housing Satisfaction = f (AsianAVhite, Deficits, AsianAVhite*Multi-fam. Dwelling) 
Housing Satisfaction = f (AsianAVhite, Deficits, AsianAVhite*Inadequacy) 
Housing Satisfaction = f (AsianAVhite, Deficits, AsianAVhite*Crowding) 
Housing Satisfaction = f (AsianAVhite, Deficits, AsianAVhite*Cost Burden) 
Hypothesis 4: Housing deficits affect housing satisfaction similarly for both 
Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White householders. 
Analysis: Two multiple regressions of housing deficits on housing satisfaction. 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Renter, Multi-family dwelling, Inadequacy, crowding, cost 
burden) for Asian and Pacific Islanders 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Renter, Multi-family dwelling, Inadequacy, crowding, cost 
burden) for non-Hispanic Whites. 
Hypothesis 5: Neighborhood satisfaction contributes greatly to the housing 
satisfaction for both Asian and Pacific Islander householders and 
their non-Hispanic White counterparts. 
Analysis: Two simple regressions of neighborhood satisfaction on housing 
satisfaction. 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Neighborhood Satisfaction) for Asian and Pacific Islanders 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Neighborhood Satisfaction) for non-Hispanic Whites. 
Hypothesis 6: The model explains housing satisfaction for Asian and Pacific 
Islanders in a similar way for the non-Hispanic Whites. 
Analysis: Three multiple regressions on housing satisfaction 
Housing Satisfaction = f (AsianAVhite, Demographic variables, Housing deficits, 
Neighborhood Satisfaction) for the total sample. 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Demographic variables, Housing deficits, Neighborhood 
Satisfaction) for Asian and Pacific Islanders 
Housing Satisfaction = f (Demographic variables, Housing deficits, Neighborhood 
Satisfaction) for non-Hispanic Whites. 
Relationships with P-values less than 0.05 are considered to be statistically 
significant. 
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CHAPTER 6 
RESULTS OF ANALYSIS 
Descriptive Analysis 
Before the hypotheses were tested, descriptive information was presented about the 
sample for both Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White householders. This 
provided basic understanding for the two groups in the sampled metropolitan areas of the 
United States. 
Asian and Pacific Islander householders were six years younger, on average age than 
non-Hispanic White householders in the metropolitan sample in 2002. Nearly 30 percent of 
Asian and Pacific Islander householders were between age twenty-six and thirty-five 
compared 17 percent for non-Hispanic White householders. Only 8.2 percent Asian and 
Pacific Islander householders were sixty-five years and older compared to nearly 21 percent 
for the non-Hispanic White householders in the sampled metropolitan areas in 2002 (Table 
5). 
Table 5. Age distribution for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White 
householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Age Categories Asian and Pacific Islander Non-Hispanic White 
13-25 years 8.5 6.9 
26-35 years 26.6 16.3 
36 - 45 years 27.5 22.1 
46-55 years 18.8 21.7 
56 - 64 years 10.4 12.3 
65 years and older 8.2 20.8 
Average age 42.7 49.6 
Total 100.0 100.0 
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Less than 15 percent of the metropolitan Asian and Pacific Islander householders 
were native-born compared to nearly 95 percent for non-Hispanic White householders. 
Nearly 80 percent of the Asian and Pacific Islander householders in this metropolitan sample 
were foreign-born compared to less than 5 percent for non-Hispanic White householders, 
suggesting a rapid growth in immigration from Asian countries (Table 6). In the sample, 
more than 30 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander householders were probably new 
immigrants, while less than 2 percent of non-Hispanic Whites were in this category, 
indicating that very few Europeans were migrating to the cities (Table 6). 
Table 6. Citizenship in percentage for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic 
White householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Citizenship Asian and Pac. 
Islander 
Non-Hispanic White 
Native, born in U. S. 14.5 94.8 
Native, born in Puerto Rico or outlying 4.1 0.1 
Native born abroad of U. S. parents 1.9 0.6 
Foreign born naturalized citizen 46.9 2.9 
Foreign born, not a U. S. citizen 32.6 1.6 
Total 100.0 (n=l,878) 100.0 (n=l,878) 
Over 35 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander householders in the sample lived in the 
U. S. for eight years or less compared to only 1 percent of non-Hispanic White householders. 
Nearly 65 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander householders were either born in the U. S. or 
lived in the U. S. for more than for eight years while the percentage for non-Hispanic Whites 
was 99 percent (Table 7). This is a good indication that very few immigrants came from 
European countries. In reporting the year in which a householder came to the U. S., a large 
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number of respondents did not answer the question because they were born in the U. S. In the 
sample, 1,605 Asian and Pacific Islanders answered the question, while only ninety-seven 
non-Hispanic White householders answered it. 
Table 7. The years of residence in the U. S. for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-
Hispanic White householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Years of Residence Asian and Pacific Non-Hispanic White 
Islander 
8 years or less 35.6% (668) 1.0% (18) 
Over than 8 years 64.4% (1,210) 99.0% (1,860) 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 
There was not much difference in the percentage of Asian and Pacific Islander and 
non-Hispanic White householders who completed less than a high school education. More 
than 32 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander householders finished high school and attended 
some college while 46 percent of non-Hispanic White householders did so (Table 8). Nearly 
45 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander householders had a bachelor's degree and master's 
degree, while a little over 30 percent of non-Hispanic White householders held the two 
degrees. For more advanced degrees such as professional school degrees and doctoral 
degrees, Asian and Pacific Islander householders nearly doubled the percentage of non-
Hispanic White householders (Table 8). 
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Table 8. Educational attainment of Asian and Pacific Islanders and non-Hispanic White 
householders in the sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Years of Education Completed Asian and Pac. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
1st, 2nd, 3rd or 4th grade 1.5 0.2 
5th or 6th grade 1.3 0.4 
7th or 8th grade 0.5 1.7 
9th or 10th grade 2.1 2.7 
11th or 12th grade 3.7 4.4 
High school with diploma 18.2 25.9 
Some college with no degree 14.0 20.5 
Diplo or asso. deg. fr voca. sch. 1.8 2.7 
Asso. degr. acad. col., prof. Sch 6.6 7.3 
Bachelor degree 31.9 23.3 
Master degree 13.1 8.0 
Prof, school deg. or doc. Degree 5.4 3.0 
Total 100.0 100.0 
Asian and Pacific Islander households were larger in size with an average of 3.2 
members, while the average size for non-Hispanic White households was 2.4 members 
(Table 9). The percentage of single-person households for non-Hispanic Whites was almost 
twice that of Asian and Pacific Islanders in the sampled metropolitan areas (Table 10). 
Thirty-four percent of non-Hispanic White households consisted of two members compared 
to 24 percent for Asian and Pacific Islanders. Over 40 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander 
households consisted of three or four members compared to 30 percent for non-Hispanic 
White households. Fifteen percent of Asian and Pacific Islander households had five or six 
members while 7 percent non-Hispanics Whites households did so. Less than 1 percent of 
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non-Hispanic White households consisted of seven or more members while 3 percent of 
Asian and Pacific Islander households consisted of seven or more members (Table 10). 
Table 9. Average number of persons in the household for Asian and Pacific Islander 
and non-Hispanic White households in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Race # of Case Mean Std Devi. Min. Max. 
Asian and Pacific Isder 1,878 3.16 1.62 1 11 
Non-Hispanic White 1,878 2.44 1.36 1 12 
Table 10. The number of persons in Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White 
households sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Number of Persons in household Asian and Pac. Islander White 
1 15.4 27.7 
2 24.0 34.4 
3 20.5 15.6 
4 21.8 15.1 
5 11.5 4.4 
6 3.9 2.1 
7 or more 3.0 0.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 
In terms of family structure, nearly 18 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders lived in an extended family or with their parents or parents-in-law while only 5 
percent of non-Hispanic White householders did so (Table 11). Nuclear families with or 
without parents and young children or unmarried partners were predominant for non-
Hispanic White households. 
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Table 11. Family structure reported for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic 
White households in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Family Structure Asian and P. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
Households w/ spouse or children or 82.3 94.7 
unmarried partner 
Households with extended families 17.7 5.3 
In terms of marital status, nearly 64 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders were married with spouse present, while that figure was a little over 50 percent 
for the non-Hispanic White householders. The percentage of householders who were 
divorced was much lower for the Asian and Pacific Islander group than for the non-Hispanic 
White group (Table 12). The lower percentage of widowed householders for Asian and 
Pacific Islanders compared to that of non-Hispanic Whites again indicates the former as a 
much younger minority in the U. S. A similar percentage was found for both groups among 
those who never married (Table 12). 
Table 12. Marital status reported for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic 
White householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Marital Status Asian and Paci. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
Married, spouse present 63.8 51.1 
Married, spouse not present 3.6 1.1 
Widowed 3.8 11.2 
Divorced 6.8 16.4 
Separated 2.1 1.8 
Never married 20.0 18.4 
Total 100.0 (n=l,878) 100.0 (n=l,878) 
Average household income for Asian and Pacific Islanders was reported as lower than 
that for non-Hispanic White households (Table 13). A similar percentage of Asian and 
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Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White households had an income of less than $15,000 in 
the year 2002 (Table 14). A little over 15 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander households 
had an income between $100,000 and $200,000 compared to 13.6 percent for non-Hispanic 
White households. For those households with an income of $200,000 or more, the percentage 
for non-Hispanic Whites was slightly higher than that for Asian and Pacific Islanders (Table 
14). 
Table 13. Average household income reported for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-
Hispanic White households in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Race # of Case Mean StdDevi. Min. Max. 
Asian and Pac. Islander 1,878 $72,917 80,612 0 1,130,392 
Non-Hispanic White 1,878 $73,862 86,214 0 912,200 
Table 14. Household income for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White 
households in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Income Categories Asian and Pac. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
Less than $14,999 11.6% 11.7% 
$15,000 to $24,999 9.1% 11.5% 
$25,000 to $34,999 12.7% 11.8% 
$35,000 to $44,999 11.9% 13.0% 
$45,000 to $54,999 10.4% 8.9% 
$55,000 to $64,999 9.2% 9.6% 
$65,000 to $74,999 7.8% 7.2% 
$75,000 to $84,999 8.1% 6.2% 
$85,000 to $99,999 7.9% 7.2% 
$100,000 to $149,999 11.1% 9.2% 
$150,000 to $199,999 4.0% 4.4% 
$200,000 or over 5.7% 6.2% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 
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In the metropolitan areas, about 56.5 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders were homeowners compared to 71.8 percent for non-Hispanic Whites. Forty-
two percent of Asian and Pacific Islander householders rented their housing, while a little 
over 27 percent of the non-Hispanic Whites did so (Table 15). 
Table 15. Tenure status for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White 
householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Tenure Status Asian and Pac. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
Owned or being purchased 56.5% 71.8% 
Rented for cash rent 42.8% 27.3% 
Occupied w/o payment of cash rent 0.8% 0.9% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 
In the year 2002, over 56 percent of Asian and Pacific Islanders lived in single-
detached housing compared to 67.3 percent of the non-Hispanic Whites who lived in such 
housing. A larger percentage of Asian and Pacific Islanders lived in single units (attached) 
than did the Non-Hispanic Whites (Table 16). A higher percentage of Asian and Pacific 
Islanders lived in a building with more than two apartments than did non-Hispanic Whites 
(Table 16). Among Asian and Pacific Islander households, less than 1 percent (0.05%) lived 
in manufactured (mobile) homes compared to 4 percent of non-Hispanic Whites who lived in 
such housing (Table 16). 
Table 16. Housing type for Asian and Pacific Islanders and non-Hispanic White 
households in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Housing type Asian and Pac. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
One-unit building, detached 56.4 67.3 
One-unit attached 16.6 11.4 
Building with two or more apartments 26.5 17.3 
Manufactured (mobile) home 0.5 4.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 
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According to the measurement of adequate housing by HUD, over 95 percent of the 
housing in sampled metropolitan areas in the year 2002 was adequate. Less than 1 percent 
Asian and Pacific Islander housing was severely inadequate and close to 2 percent of non-
Hispanic White housing was severely inadequate. A little more than 3 percent of moderately 
inadequate housing was reported for both Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White 
households (Table 17). 
Table 17. Housing adequacy for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White 
households in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Categories Asian and Pac. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
Adequate 96.2 94.8 
Moderately inadequate 3.1 3.4 
Severely inadequate 0.8 1.8 
Total 100.0 100.0 
To better understand housing inadequacy, a housing deficiency index was also 
constructed. Calculating the number of deficiencies for the households, six physical areas of 
the occupied unit were examined: plumbing, heating, maintenance, hallways, and electrics. 
The housing deficiency index was constructed with each deficiency assigned a score of 1 if a 
deficiency was reported, and a 0 for "no deficiency reported, or does not apply." The housing 
deficiency index is the sum of twenty individual observations for each household. A high 
deficiency index score reflects more problems and lower housing quality. A score of 0 means 
no deficiency exists. 
Over the six areas of physical housing deficiency, nearly 65 percent of Asian and 
Pacific Islander householders reported no deficiencies whatsoever while 57 percent of non-
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Hispanic White householders reported such deficiency. A little more than 16 percent of 
Asian and Pacific Islander householders reported one deficiency while 25 percent of non-
Hispanic White householders did so. A larger percentage of Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders than non-Hispanic white householders reported two deficiencies (15.0% vs. 
12.6%). Neither group had more than 5 percent of their householders reporting three or more 
deficiencies (Table 18). Description of each specific deficiency is provided in Table 19. 
Table 18. The number of housing deficiencies reported by Asian and Pacific Islander 
and non-Hispanic White householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Number of Deficiencies Asian and Pacific Non-Hispanic 
Islander White 
0 64.1% 57.5% 
1 16.2% 25.2% 
2 15.0% 12.6% 
3 3.4% 2.9% 
4 1.1% 1.3% 
5 0.2% 0.3% 
6 or more 0.1% 0.3% 
Total 100.0% (n=l,878) 100.0% (n=l,878 
Table 19. Descriptions of the deficiencies reported by Asian and Pacific Islander and 
non-Hispanic White householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Deficiency Descriptions Asian and Non-Hispanic 
Pacific Islander White 
Plumbing 
Unit has no tub or shower 0.00 0.11 
Unit has no hot and cold running water 0.00 0.11 
Unit is not connected to public sewer 1.86 11.50 
Unit has broken toilet 2.34 2.02 
Kitchen 
No complete kitchen facilities in the unit 2.40 2.18 
Kitchen is not exclusive to the household 1.81 1.44 
Unit has no working refrigerator 0.37 0.43 
Kitchen has no sink 0.16 0.32 
Physical Structure 
Unit has water leak in the roof 0.00 0.00 
Unit has open cracks 3.57 5.48 
Unit has holes on the floor 0.43 0.91 
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Table 19. Descriptions of the deficiencies reported by Asian and Pacific Islander and 
non-Hispanic White householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002 (Continued). 
Deficiency Descriptions Asian and P. Is. Non-Hisp Wh 
Water leaks in the basement 0.00 0.00 
Common Area 
Hall lights are not working 18.00 12.51 
Loose and broken step in the unit 3.25 2.66 
Rails are not firmly attached 17.94 12.62 
Heating 
Heating equipment is not vented to outside 0.00 0.00 
Heating equipment has broken down 1.44 2.08 
Electrical 
Not every room has an electric outlet 1.06 1.49 
Fuses were blown or circuit breaker tripped 7.08 11.18 
Unit has electric wire exposed 0.00 0.37 
In this AHS Metro 2002 sample, 1.4 percent of the households lived in public 
housing. Nearly 2 percent of Asian and Pacific Islander households lived in public housing 
compared to 1 percent for non-Hispanic Whites in sampled metropolitan areas (Table 20). 
Table 20. The percentage of Asian and Pacific and Islander and non-Hispanic White 
households living in public housing in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Public Housing Acquisition Asian and Pac. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
Applied to management on own 1.8 1.0 
Assigned to specific address 0.4 0.1 
Refused 0.3 0.1 
Not Applicable 97.6 98.9 
Total 100.0 100.0 
For an idea of the house expenditures in relation to household income, a housing 
cost/household income ratio was calculated for the two groups. After eliminating some 
extreme cases (less than 5% and more than 95%), the means of the housing cost/household 
income ratio for both groups are provided in Table 21. On average, Asian and Pacific 
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Islander households spent more of their household income on housing in terms of 
cost/household income ratio than non-Hispanic White households. 
Table 21. Housing cost/household income ratio for Asian and Pacific Islander and the 
non-Hispanic White households in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Race # of Case Mean Std Devi. Minimum Maximum 
Asian and Pac. Islander N=l,667 27.3% 16.6% 5.0%. 93.9% 
Non-Hispanic White N=l,681 24.3% 16.0% 5.1% 94.3% 
To determine the distribution of the households' housing cost/income ratio, the 
housing cost/household income ratio was divided into four categories: those households with 
a ratio from 5 to 14.99 percent, 15 to 29.99 percent, 30 to 59.99 percent, and 60 to 95 percent 
(Table 22). Nearly 24 percent of the Asian and Pacific Islander households were in the 5 -
14.9 percent housing cost/household income ratio category while more than 30 percent of 
non-Hispanic White households were in this category. A similar percentage of Asian and 
Pacific Islander households and non-Hispanic White households were in the 15 - 29.99 
percent category. Using 30 percent as a cutoff percentage for housing cost burden, the Asian 
and Pacific Islander group had a higher percentage of households with housing cost burdens 
than the non-Hispanic White group (32.1% vs. 25.3%). 
Table 22. Housing cost/household income ratio in 3 categories for Asian and Pacific 
Islander and non-Hispanic White households in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Housing Cost/Hh Income Ratio Asian and P. Islander Non-Hispanic White 
Cost/income ratio from 5% to 14.99% 23.8 31.5 
Cost/income ratio from 15% to 29.9% 44.1 43.2 
Cost/income ratio from 30% to 59.99% 26.3 20.8 
Cost/income ratio from 60% to 95% 5.8 4.5 
Total 100.0% (n=l,667) 100.0% (n=l,681) 
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In terms of rating of their neighborhood as a place to live, Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders reported a mean score of 7.73 in the 1-10 scale while the non-Hispanic White 
householders reported a slightly higher score of 7.92 (Table 23). 
Table 23. Average neighborhood satisfaction reported for Asian and Pacific Islander 
and non Hispanic White householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Race # of Case Mean Std Devi. Minimum Maximum 
Asian and P. Islander 1,846 7.73 1.71 1 10 
Non-Hispanic White 1,831 7.92 1.80 1 10 
In rating their house as a place to live, Asian and Pacific Islander householders 
reported a lower score (7.78) than the non-Hispanic White householders (8.11) (Table 24). 
Table 24. Average housing satisfaction reported for Asian and Pacific Islander and non 
Hispanic White householders in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Race # of Case Mean Std Devi. Minimum Maximum 
Asian and P. Islander 1,849 7.78 1.63 1 10 
Non-Hispanic White 1,835 8.11 1.66 1 10 
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Test of Hypotheses 
As indicated in the path model (Figure 2 in Chapter 5), the housing deficit variables 
and neighborhood satisfaction are mediating variables between the demographic variables 
and housing satisfaction. The mediating variables are expected to be strongly related to 
housing satisfaction, and the demographic variables are expected to be weakly related to 
housing satisfaction, due to indirect relationships. The result of Pearson correlation in Table 
25 indicated such relations. With the exception of household income, demographic variables 
overall had weak correlations with housing satisfaction. 
One of the purposes of this study was to determine whether there is a difference 
between the Asian and Pacific Islander householders and their non-Hispanic White 
counterparts in perceived satisfaction towards their housing. The first hypothesis is that 
Asian and Pacific Islanders are more satisfied with their housing than non-Hispanic Whites. 
The hypothesis was tested using a simple regression (Table 26). In this analysis, a significant 
effect for race, (F(i, 3683) = 35.6; p < 0.001) was found. The estimated beta for the 
Asian/White variable was -0.32 at a statistically significant level. Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders were less satisfied with their housing than their non-Hispanic White 
counterparts. This is in contradiction to the hypothesis that Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders are likely to be more satisfied with their housing than their non-Hispanic White 
counterparts and therefore, Hypothesis 1 is rejected. It is important to note the R-square, 
explained variance in housing satisfaction from the effect of the Asian/White variable, is 
weak indicating that there are other variables that contribute to housing satisfaction. 
Table 25. Pearson correlations for the variables for the whole sample. 
Variables Asian/White Hh Incom Ed. Attmt New Cmr Ext. Fam. Renter Multi-FD Inadequacy Crowding Cost Burd. Neigh. Sat 
Asian/White 
Hh Income -0.01 
Ed. Attainment 0.13** 0.25** 
Newcomer 0.45** -0.03 0.12** 
Ext. Family 0.19** 0.02 -0.04** 0.07** 
Renter 0.16** -0.27** -0.08** 0.19** -0.05** 
Multi Dwelling 0.11** -0.20** -0.02 0.14** -0.05** 0.60** 
Inadequacy -0.03* -0.06** -0.03* 0.03 -0.01 0.14** 0.18** 
Crowding 0.19** -0.05** -0.13** 0.25** 0.21** 0.16** 0 10** 0.07** 
Cost Burden 0.07** -0.26** -0.11** 0.04** 0.04** 0.13** 0.07** -0.01 0.02 
Neighbd. Sat. -0.05** 0.13** 0.10** -0.03 -0.00 -0.21** -0.13** -0.07** -0.09** -0.02 
Housing Sat. -0.10** 0.13** 0.06** -0.08** -0.01 -0.28** -0.18** -0.12** -0.11** -0.03 0.66** 
* Significant at 0.05 level 
** Significant at 0.01 level 
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Table 26. Regression of housing satisfaction on Asian/White variable. 
Variable Coefficient T FProb R-Square Adj R Square 
Asian/White -0.32 -5.97** <0.0001 0.0096 0.0093 
Note: N=3,683; df (1, 3682) 
*P 5 0.05 ; ** p < 0.01 
As noted in the previous section, a large proportion of Asian and Pacific Islanders in 
the U. S. were foreign-born with some housing experience in their original country. In order 
to better understand the cultural adjustment issue, the effect of being a newcomer from Asian 
and Pacific Island countries is presented in relation to housing deficits in Table 27. Those 
who have resided in the U. S. for eight years or less (newcomers) were found to have higher 
rates of housing deficits than those who had resided in the U. S. for more than eight years 
(old timers). 
Table 27. Comparison of existing housing deficits of Asian and Pacific Islander 
households by length of residence in the U. S. in 2002. 
Asian and Pacific Islander (N=l,878) 
New Comer Old Timer 
Eight year or less (N=730) More than eight year (N=l,148) 
Dwelling Deficit No Deficit Deficit No Deficit 
Percent n Percent N Percent n Percent N 
Renter 53.6% (391) 46.4% (339) 35.9% (412) 64.1% (736) 
Multi-family 33.4% (244) 66.6% (486) 22.1% (254) 77.9% (894) 
Dwelling 
Inadequacy 5.3% (39) 94.7% (691) 2.9% (33) 97.1% (1,115) 
Crowding 27.4% (200) 72.6% (530) 10.6% (122) 89.4% (1,148) 
Cost Burden 29.5% (215) 70.6% (515) 27.9% (320) 72.1% (828) 
H. Sat Mean 7.65 (N=719) 7.87 (N=l, 130) 
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The second hypothesis is that Asian and Pacific Islander householders who have 
resided in the U. S. for eight years or less are more satisfied with their housing than those 
who have resided in the U. S. for more than eight years, because the former does not expect 
to live in deficit-free housing. Housing might not be a top issue of concern as they struggle to 
keep the household running at certain levels. The Pearson correlation in Table 25 shows a 
negative relationship between being a newcomer and housing satisfaction. The result of a 
simple regression of housing satisfaction on the length of the residence variable (being a 
newcomer) showed that being a newcomer is negatively related to housing satisfaction at a 
significant level (Table 28, Block 1). But explained variance is close to 0 (0.004). Thus, it 
does not make much difference whether the Asian and Pacific Islander householder is a 
newcomer or older timer in terms of perceived housing satisfaction (Table 28). The result is 
further supported by the insignificance of the interaction terms of housing deficit variables 
and length of residence when they were entered into the model after the deficit variables 
(Table 28, Block 3-6). The interaction term of housing cost burden and length of residence 
showed a moderate statistical significance in Block 7. It appears that housing deficits 
mediated the effect of being a newcomer for Asian and Pacific Islander householders on 
housing satisfaction. Length of residence does not directly affect housing satisfaction. 
Therefore, Hypothesis 2 is rejected with the simple regression and is not supported when 
deficits and interaction terms are entered into the analysis (Table 28). 
The second cultural issue this study investigates is the effect that living an extended 
family exerts on housing satisfaction. To what extend does the heritage of Asian and Pacific 
Islanders' extended family living arrangement affects their perception of housing satisfaction 
Table 28. Regressions of housing satisfaction on length of residence and housing deficit variables for Asian and Pacific Islander 
households. 
Independent Unstandardized coefficients for seven regression blocks 
Variables Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Block 5 Block 6 Block 7 
Newcomer -0.19** 0.05 0.06 -0.04 0.05 0.07 -0.05 
Renter -0.89** -0.89** -0.89** -0.89** -0.89** -0.90** 
Multi-family Dwelling -0.10 -0.10 -0.23 -0.10 -0.10 -0.10 
Inadequacy -0.64** -0.64** -0.67** -0.63* -0.64** -0.64** 
Crowding -0.24* -0.24* -0.24** -0.24** -0.19* -0.25** 
Cost Burden 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 -0.09 
Newcomer*Renter -0.02 
Newcomer*Milti-Dw. 0.29 
Newcomer*Inadeq. -0.03 
Newcomer *Crowding -0.08 
Newcomer*Cost Bden 0.35* 
Rz 0.0041 0.103 0.103 0.104 0.103 0.103 0.104 
Adj. R2 0.0036 0.100 0.099 0.101 0.099 0.099 0.101 
F value 7.61 35.19 30.15 30.14 30.15 30.18 30.57 
Degree of Freedom 1/1,847 6/1842 7/1,841 7/1,841 7/1,841 7/1,841 7/1,841 
* Significant at 0.05 level. 
** Significant at 0.01 level. 
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in comparison to the situation of the majority group? For Asian and Pacific Islanders, living 
in an extended family is a good indication of being bound to their traditional culture. In fact, 
Asian and Pacific Islander households are three times more likely to live with extended 
families than non-Hispanic White households, as reported in Table 29. 
To better understand the difference between the Asian and Pacific Islander and non-
Hispanic White householders on this issue, the five housing deficit variables are presented in 
Table 29 in relation to extended family status. Asian and Pacific Islander extended family 
households were found to have a higher rate in renter, crowding, and cost burden deficits 
than their non-Hispanic White counterparts. 
Table 29. Comparison of existing housing deficits by households of Asian and Pacific 
Islanders and non-Hispanic Whites with extended families in 2002. 
Extended Families (N=433) 
Asian and Pac Islder (N=333) Non-Hispanic Whites (N=100) 
Dwelling Deficit No Deficit Deficit No Deficit 
Percent n Percent n Percent n Percent n 
Renter 29.4% (98) 70.6% (235) 26.0% (26) 74.0% (74) 
Multi-fam. Dw. 15.0% (50) 85.0% (283) 20.0% (20) 80.0% (80) 
Inadequacy 3.0% (10) 97.0% (323) 6.0% (6) 94.0% (94) 
Crowding 33.9% (113) 66.1% (220) 14.0% (14) 86.0% (86) 
Cost Burden 32.1% (107) 67.9% (226) 27.0% (27) 73.0% (73) 
H. Sat. Mean 7. 89 7.88 
Total Household 17.7% (333) 5.3 (100) 
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The hypothesis on this cultural issue is that Asian and Pacific Islander householders 
who live in extended families are more satisfied with their housing than their non-Hispanic 
White counterparts due to their upbringing and cultural acceptance of extended family living 
arrangements. 
As regards the entire sample, the Pearson correlation in Table 25 shows a weak 
negative relationship between housing satisfaction and being in an extended family 
household. A simple regression was performed to test the effect of the Asian/White variable 
(being an Asian and Pacific Islander) on the housing satisfaction for extended family sub-
sample (N=429). Then multiple regressions were performed to test the significance of 
interaction terms between the Asian/White variable and housing deficits. The result is 
presented in Table 30. 
Based on the results in Block 1 of the regression, the Asian/White variable (being an 
Asian and Pacific Islander) does not significantly contribute to housing satisfaction for 
householders in extended families. The Asian/White variable is never significant as a lone 
independent variable. Even when deficit variables and the interaction terms between deficits 
and Asian/White were entered into the model, the Asian/White variable is not significant. 
None of the interaction terms showed significant contribution to the explained variance of the 
housing satisfaction for the sub-sample of extended families (Table 30). Therefore, there is 
no significant difference in housing satisfaction between Asian and Pacific Islander and 
non-Hispanic White householders who live in extended families, and Hypothesis 3 is not 
supported. 
Table 30. Regressions of housing satisfaction on Asian/White and housing deficit variables for the householders 
living in extended families. 
Independent Unstandardized coefficients for seven regression blocks 
Variables Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 Block 5 Block 6 Block 7 
Asian/White 0.039 -0.005 0.05 0.04 -0.06 -0.06 -0.18 
Renter -0.93** -0.76* -0.93** -0.93** -0.93** -0.94* 
Multi-family Dwelling -0.17 0.16 0.32 0.16 0.17 0.17 
Inadequacy -1.13** -1.14** -1.14** -1.81** -1.13** -1.15** 
Crowding 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.16 -0.13 0.19 
Cost Burden 0.14 0.14 0.14 0.13 0.14 -0.35 
Asian/White*Renter -0.22 
A/W*Multi-fam. Dw. -0.22 
A/W*Inadequacy 1.14 
A/W*Crowding 0.35 
A/W*Cost Burden 0.62 
R2 0.0001 0.077 0.077 0.077 0.080 0.076 0.082 
Adj. Rz -0.0022 0.063 0.062 0.062 0.065 0.062 0.066 
F value 0.04 5.83 5.03 5.02 5.25 5.06 5.34 
Degree of Freedom 1/427 6/422 7/421 7/421 7/421 7/421 7/421 
* Significant at 0.05 level; ** Significant at 0.01 level. 
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As mentioned previously, with a much higher rate of foreign-born householders 
among the group, Asian and Pacific Islander households are expected to have a higher 
percentage of housing deficits, because they are less established compared to the majority 
group. Table 31 shows the percentage of housing deficits for Asian and Pacific Islander 
households in comparison with that for non-Hispanic Whites. It is clear Asian and Pacific 
Islander households had a higher percentage than non-Hispanic Whites in all of the housing 
deficits with the exception of housing inadequacy, which is very low for both groups (Table 
31). Asian and Pacific Islander households have a much higher percentage than non-Hispanic 
Whites in renter status and crowding. 
Table 31. Comparison of housing deficits by households of Asian and Pacific Islander 
and non-Hispanic White in sampled metropolitan areas in 2002. 
Asian and Pacific Islander 
(N=l,878) 
Non-Hispanic White 
(N=l,878) 
Dwelling Deficit No Deficit Deficit No Deficit 
Percent n Percent N Percent n Percent n 
Renter 42.8% (803) 57.2% (1,075) 27.3% (513) 72.7% (1,365) 
Multi-family Dwell 26.5% (498) 73.5% (1,380) 17.3% (325) 82.7% (1,553) 
Inadequacy 3.8% (72) 96.2% (1,860) 5.2% (98) 94.8% (1,780) 
Crowding 17.2% (322) 82.9% (1,556) 5.1% (95) 94.9% (1,783) 
Cost Burden 28.5% (535) 71.5% (1,343) 22.6% (424) 77.4% (1,454) 
The fourth hypothesis is that housing deficits affect housing satisfaction similarly for 
both Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White households. The Pearson correlation 
shows strong relations between housing satisfaction and housing deficits with the exception 
of cost burden deficit (Table 25). To test the effect of housing deficits on housing satisfaction 
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for both groups, multiple regressions were performed using the two separate sub-samples of 
Asian and Pacific Islander households and non-Hispanic White households. Regression 
coefficients, T values, and explained variance in R-square were examined to assess the effect 
of housing deficits for the two separate groups. Results are presented in Table 32. 
Results show that housing deficit variable contribute slightly more to the explained 
variance in housing satisfaction for Asian and Pacific Islander households (Adj R-square = 
0.10) than for non-Hispanic White households (Adj R-square = 0.07). This indicates that 
housing deficits affect housing satisfaction a little more for Asian and Pacific Islander than 
for non-Hispanic White households. Because the difference in R-square (0.03) is so small, 
the effect of deficits in general is considered similar and the hypothesis is supported. 
However, the analysis revealed a different pattern in the relationships between 
housing deficit and housing satisfaction for the two different groups. Although not significant 
indicators, the cost burden deficit showed a positive relationship to housing satisfaction for 
Asian and Pacific Islanders and negative relationship for non-Hispanic Whites. Also multi-
family dwelling was not a significant indicator but was a negative indicator to housing 
satisfaction for Asian and Pacific Islander and a positive indicator for non-Hispanic White. 
Renter status, housing inadequacy, and crowding contributed to housing satisfaction at 
significant levels. With similar sub-sample sizes, the F values for the Asian and Pacific 
Islander group were much larger than that for the non-Hispanic White group. 
Hypothesis 5 is that neighborhood satisfaction contributes greatly to housing 
satisfaction for both Asian and Pacific Islander householders and their non-Hispanic White 
counterparts. A simple regression was run for each group. The results revealed that 
neighborhood satisfaction contributes significantly to the explained variance in housing 
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satisfaction with an adjusted R-square of 0.47 and 0.40, respectively (Table 33). With such 
high values of adjusted R-square and a very small difference in the explained variance in 
housing satisfaction, it is safe to conclude that the Hypothesis 5 is supported. 
Table 32. Regressions of housing satisfaction on housing deficits variables for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic 
White householders respectively. 
Independent Asian and Pacific Islanders (N=l,848) Non-Hispanic Whites (N=l,834) 
Variables Coefficients T value Pr > T Coefficients T value Pr > T 
Renter -0.893** -9.60 < 0.0001 -0.876** -8.48 < 0.0001 
Multi-family Dwelling -0.100 -0.96 0.338 0.160 1.32 0.187 
Inadequacy -0.640** -3.32 0.0009 -0.745** -4.30 < 0.0001 
Crowding -0.232* -2.40 0.016 -0.443** -2.57 0.010 
Cost Burden 0.038 0.47 0.639 -0.018 -0.20 0.839 
R2 0.10 0.07 
Adj. R2 0.10 0.07 
F value 42.16 27.77 
Degree of Freedom 5/1,843 5/1,829 
* Significant at 0.05 level 
** Significant at 0.01 level 
Table 33. Regressions of housing satisfaction on neighborhood satisfaction for Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic 
White householders. 
Independent 
Variable 
Neighborhood Sat. 
Asian and Pacific Islanders (N—1,848) 
Coefficients T value Pr > T 
0.653** 40.43 < 0.0001 
Non Hispanic Whites (N=l,834) 
Coefficients 
0.588** 
T value Pr > T 
35.25 < 0.0001 
R2 0.47 
Adj. R2 0.47 
F value 1,634.23 
Degree of Freedom 1/1,841 
0.41 
0.40 
1,242.30 
1/1,827 
* Significant at 0.05 level 
** Significant at 0.01 level 
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Hypothesis 6 is that the model explains housing satisfaction similarly for Asian and 
Pacific Islander households and for the non-Hispanic Whites households. Another major goal 
of the study was to determine whether the model, which has been tested successfully on 
housing satisfaction for population at large, is similarly successful for Asian and Pacific 
Islander households. 
To test the hypothesis, multiple regressions were performed with the whole sample of 
Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White households to assess the strength of the 
race variable. Then, multiple regressions were performed with the sub-samples for Asian and 
Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White households to test the strength of other variables in 
the model. 
Results of the multiple regression of the full model on the sample containing both 
racial groups are presented in Tables 34, 35, and 36. Table 34 presents unstandardized 
coefficients, while Table 35 presents standardized coefficients. The explained variance in 
housing satisfaction is 46.6 percent for the full model. The Asian/White variable remained 
significant in each block as additional variables were entered. This result supported the need 
to look at full regressions for each group. 
Three out of the four household characteristic variables were significant in 
contributing to the explained variance in housing satisfaction (Table 34, Block 2). However, 
when the deficit variables were added to the model, three household characteristic variables 
dropped to be statistically significant. Only the household income variable remains 
statistically significant (Table 34, Block 3). In the final block of regression on Table 34, 
when the neighborhood satisfaction was entered, none of the household characteristics 
variables was significant. The neighborhood satisfaction variable, renter status and 
Table 34. Regressions of housing satisfaction on Asian/White, demographic variables, housing deficit, and neighborhood 
satisfaction for the whole sample. 
Independent Unstandardized beta for four regression blocks and t values 
Variables Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 
Asian/White -0.324** (-5.97) -0.279** (-4.55) -0.194** (-3.24) -0.108* (-2.34) 
Education 0.040** (2.56) 0.021 (1.31) -0.018 (-1.49) 
Household Income 0.002** (7.18) 0.001** (3.62) 0.0004 (1.56) 
Newcomer -0.182*(-2.34) 0.030 (0.38) -0.034 (-0.57) 
Extended family 0.024 (0.28) -0.037 (-0.43) -0.064 (-0.99) 
Renter -0.842** (-11.95) -0.465** (-8.48) 
Multi-family Dwelling 0.021 (0.27) 0.013 (0.21) 
Inadequacy -0.686 (-5.36) -0.491** (-4.98) 
Crowding -0.266** (-3.00) -0.096 (-1.41) 
Cost Burden 0.086 (1.39) 0.011 (0.23) 
Neighborhood Sat. 0.588** (50.22) 
R2 0.010 0.030 0.098 0.466 
Adj. R2 0.010 0.029 0.096 0.465 
F value 35.61 22.95 40.04 290.57 
Degree of Freedom 1/3,682 5/3,678 10/3,673 11/3,660 
* Significant at 0.05 level; 
** Significant at 0.01 level. 
Table 35. Regressions of housing satisfaction on Asian/White, demographic variables, housing deficit, and neighborhood 
satisfaction for the whole sample with standardized estimate. 
Independent Standardized beta for four regression blocks and t values 
Variables Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 4 
Asian/White -0.098** (-5.97) -0.084** (-4.55) -0.059** (-3.24) -0.032* (-2.34) 
Education 0.044** (2.56) 0.022 (1.31) -0.019 (-1.49) 
Household Income 0.121** (7.18) 0.062** (3.62) 0.021 (1.56) 
Newcomer -0.043**(-2.34) 0.007 (0.38) -0.008 (-0.57) 
Extended household 0.005 (0.28) -0.007 (-0.43) -0.013 (-0.99) 
Renter -0.243** (-11.95) -0.134** (-8.48) 
Multi-family Dwelling 0.005 (0.27) 0.003 (0.21) 
Inadequacy - 0.086 (-5.36) -0.062** (-4.98) 
Crowding -0.051** (-3.00) -0.018 (-1.41) 
Cost Burden 0.022 (1.38) 0.003 (0.23) 
Neighborhood Sat. 0.625** (50.22) 
Rz 0.0096 0.031 0.098 0.466 
Adj. R2 0.0093 0.029 0.096 0.465 
F value 35.61 23.30 40.03 290.57 
Degree of Freedom 1/3,682 5/3,678 10/3,673 11/3,660 
* Significant at 0.05 level; 
** Significant at 0.01 level. 
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inadequacy were the most powerful indicators of housing satisfaction. These results show 
that housing deficits have strong mediating effects between household characteristics and 
housing satisfaction. The same pattern of relations and effect can be observed from Table 35, 
which lists the standardized beta score. 
Table 36 presents the results of multiple regressions for the two separate sub-samples. 
There seems to be a similar pattern in terms of contribution of various variables to the 
explained variance in housing satisfaction. Household income contributes significantly for 
both groups, indicating the fact that when a household is better off, the householder is more 
satisfied with current housing for both groups. 
In the first block of the regression (Table 36), the length of residence (being a 
newcomer) is significantly negatively related to housing satisfaction for the Asian and Pacific 
Islander group. This shows that being a newcomer, an Asian and Pacific Islander 
householder is less satisfied with his or her current housing. This might indicate that they are 
quick in accepting the housing norms of the United States and have higher expectations for 
their housing. Although the same negative relationship is found between being a newcomer 
and housing satisfaction, residing in the U. S. for eight years or less does not affect housing 
satisfaction for non-Hispanic White householders. 
It is interesting to note that a positive relationship exists between living in an 
extended family and housing satisfaction for Asian and Pacific Islander householders 
although the relationship is not statistically significant. A negative relationship between the 
two variables is found for non-Hispanic White householders. Again, it is not statistically 
significant. 
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Educational attainment appears to contribute significantly to housing satisfaction for 
Asian and Pacific Islander householders, while it did not reach significant level in 
contributing to explained variance in housing satisfaction for non-Hispanic White 
householders (Table 36). 
When the deficit variables were added to the model, all of the household 
characteristics variables dropped to be statistically significant for the Asian and Pacific 
Islander sub-sample while the household income variable still remained statistically 
significant in the equation for the non-Hispanic White sub-sample. When the neighborhood 
satisfaction variable was entered (Table 36), renter status and housing inadequacy were 
statistically significant factors contributing to housing satisfaction in a negative way for both 
of the two groups. Crowding shows to be statistically significant for the non-Hispanic White 
householder indicating they are less tolerant to crowding than the Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders. 
Even when the most powerful predictor of housing satisfaction was entered, renter 
status and housing inadequacy remained strong negative factors contributing to housing 
satisfaction. 
The explained variances in housing satisfaction contributed by the household 
characteristic variables are similar for the models with the two sub-samples. They show the 
same pattern when housing deficit and neighborhood satisfaction variables were entered to 
the models for the two sub-samples. The difference of 0.02 (Block 2) and 0.06 (Block 3) in 
the value of explained variance to housing satisfaction is so small that it is safe to conclude 
that Hypothesis 6 is supported. 
Table 36. Regressions of housing satisfaction on demographic variables, housing deficits, and neighborhood satisfaction for 
Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White householders. 
Independent 
Variables 
Asian and Pacific Islanders (N=l,848) Non Hispanic Whites (N=l,834) 
Block 1 Block 2 Block 3 Block 1 Block 2 Block3 
Education 0.050* (2.42) 0.031 (1.52) -0.012 (-0.79) 0.030 (1.22) 0.012 (0.51) -0.022 (-1.20) 
Household Income 0.002** (4.85) 0.001 (1.57) 0.000 (0.03) 0.002** (5.18) 0.002** (3.33) 0.001* (2.00) 
Newcomer -0.212**(-2.74) -0.006 (-0.08) -0.080 (-1.37) -0.041 (-0.12) 0.051 (0.15) -0.021 (-0.08) 
Extended household 0.116 (1.18) 0.011 (0.11) -0.067 (-0.91) -0.239 (-1.40) -0.231 (-1.39) -0.093 (-0.71) 
Renter -0.847** (-8.81) -0.446** (-6.10) -0.832**(-8.01) -0.477* *(-5.80) 
Multi-fam. Dwelling -0.100 (-0.95) -0.026 (-0.33) 0.184 (1.52) 0.063 (0.67) 
Inadequacy -0.640** (-3.32) -0.383** (-2.64) -0.717**(-4.15) -0.564**(-4.16) 
Crowding -0.198 (-1.90) -0.035 (-0.45) -0.412* (-2.37) -0.209 (-1.53) 
Cost Burden 0.086 (1.03) -0.023 (-0.37) 0.063 (0.67) 0.042 (0.57) 
Neighborhd. Satisf. 0.618** (37.55) 0.561 **(33.57) 
R2 0.025 0.106 0.494 0.020 0.078 0.432 
Adj. R2 0.023 0.101 0.492 0.018 0.074 0.429 
F value 11.80 24.13 179.13 9.23 17.20 138.12 
Degree of Freedom 4/1,844 9/1,839 10/1,832 4/1,830 9/1,825 10/1,818 
* Significant at 0.05 level 
** Significant at 0.01 level 
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CHAPTER 7 
CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION 
Currently, about 12.4 million Asian and Pacific Islanders live in the United States 
representing 4.3 percent of the total U. S. population. As Asian and Pacific Islanders in the 
country become more visible, especially in metropolitan areas, research on housing issues of 
the group will contribute to a better understanding of the group's integration process into the 
mainstream culture. This chapter presents a brief review of the study and examines the 
findings on housing satisfaction regarding the Asian and Pacific Islander householders in 
metropolitan areas. Some suggestions and recommendations are provided to future research 
on the subject. 
Summary of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to look into the factors affecting housing satisfaction of 
Asian and Pacific Islander householders in sampled metropolitan areas. Guided on the 
housing adjustment theory developed by Morris and Winter (1993) from a structural 
functional theory, a model for housing satisfaction was formulated to examine the factors 
affecting housing satisfaction for the Asian and Pacific Islander group. The data were 
collected in the year 2002 by the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 
from thirteen metropolitan areas representing different geographic regions of the country. In 
the sample, out of a total of 65,516 household, 34,507 were non-Hispanic White and 1,878 
were Asian and Pacific Islander household. Since the study focused on comparisons between 
the two selected groups, a sub-sample of 1,878 non-Hispanic White householders were 
randomly selected using a simple random sampling procedure in the SAS English 9.0 
program. The two sub-datasets of same size were then concatenated to form a dataset of 
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3,756 cases of the two groups. Descriptive statistics were presented highlighting the 
differences in the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics between Asian and Pacific 
Islander and non-Hispanic White households. The unit of analysis is household. Regressions 
were used to examine the effects of the two sets of variables on housing satisfaction. 
This study seeks to expand the housing adjustment theory to the understanding of the 
Asian and Pacific Islander group that has two-thirds of its population as foreign-born. It is 
assumed that their experience with housing in Asia during certain periods of their lives might 
influence their assessment of housing satisfaction in this country. Studies on population at 
large using the housing adjustment theory indicate that housing deficits and neighborhood 
satisfaction are mediating variables between demographic characteristics and housing 
satisfaction (Morris et al., 1976; Crull, 1991). The study supported the theory's applicability 
to the Asian and Pacific Islander group. By looking into two cultural variables, length of 
residence and extended family, the study explores the effect of two cultural variables and the 
assimilation process of the Asian and Pacific Islander group in the aspect of housing. 
Research Findings 
There were several major findings in this study on housing satisfaction. These 
findings are presented in the order of the theoretical hypotheses listed in Chapter 5. Analysis 
of the Asian/White variable revealed a significant effect on housing satisfaction of being an 
Asian and Pacific Islander householder. The result indicates that Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders are less satisfied with their housing than non-Hispanic Whites. The unexpected 
result might suggest that Asian and Pacific Islander householders have much higher 
expectations for their housing in the United States even though they live in relatively better 
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housing compared to their former housing in Asia. When their expectations are not met, 
Asian and Pacific Islander householders are likely to be dissatisfied with their housing. 
The results show a very small explained variance in housing satisfaction by the 
Asian/White variable. That means that other factors need to be considered for explaining 
perception of housing satisfaction. 
As a relatively new immigrant group, Asian and Pacific Islanders may face many 
challenges in their integration into mainstream society. Achieving language proficiency and 
viable professional skills a new culture can be a long process. Length of residence can be a 
determining factor for Asian and Pacific Islanders to succeed in America. Having decent 
housing in a nice neighborhood is the most visible symbol of success for many Asian and 
Pacific Islanders. Therefore, it is expected that the length of residence contributes 
significantly to their housing satisfaction. Although the traditional models of assimilation 
have been challenged in recently years, certain aspects of the process the traditional model 
entails are still applicable to the successful functioning in a new culture (Alba and Nee, 2003). 
Hypothesis 2 states that Asian and Pacific Islander householders who have resided in 
the U. S. for less than eight years are more satisfied with their housing. The result showed 
that Asian and Pacific Islander householders who have resided in the U. S. for less than eight 
years are no more satisfied with their housing than those who resided in U. S. for eight years 
or more. This result might indicate that new immigrants are as much concerned about their 
housing as those natives or old timers who settled in the U. S. for over eight years. Higher 
expectations may make them less satisfied with the housing in poorer conditions. 
Coming from more traditional cultural background, the first generation Asian and 
Pacific Islanders are expected to carry on their traditional values for a long period of time in 
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the U. S. Extended family living arrangements, as one of the major aspects of their cultures, 
might be a good option, if available, for coping with economic difficulties and emotional 
discomfort. A comparative analysis of the effect of living in extended family on housing 
satisfaction between the majority and Asian and Pacific Islanders helps understand the 
difference between the cultures. 
Hypothesis 3 states that Asian and Pacific Islanders who live in extended families are 
more satisfied with their housing than their non-Hispanic White counterparts. Results show 
that there is no difference in satisfaction between Asian and Pacific Islander householders 
who live in extended families and their non-Hispanic White counterparts. 
It appears that two variables on cultural issues for Asian and Pacific Islanders are not 
contributing significantly to their perceptions on housing. It is clear that variables other than 
the household characteristics should be studied. Housing deficit variables as a connection of 
household characteristic variables and housing satisfaction play an important mediating role 
in the relationship between demographic variables and housing satisfaction. In other ways, 
regardless of income, educational attainment, and other variables, householders in both 
groups will not be satisfied with their housing when housing deficits exist. 
Hypothesis 4 states that housing deficits affect housing satisfaction similarly for both 
Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White householders. Results showed an 
adjusted R square of 0.10 for Asian and Pacific Islander sub-sample and 0.07 for the non-
Hispanic Whites sub-sample when housing deficit variables were regressed on the housing 
satisfaction variable. Since the difference in explained variance in housing satisfaction for the 
two sub-samples is so small, the hypothesis is well supported. This shows that housing 
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satisfaction is negatively affected by housing deficits for both Asian and Pacific Islander and 
non-Hispanic White householders. 
The results also showed that all deficit variables contribute negatively to housing 
satisfaction, except for housing cost burden for the Asian and Pacific Islander sub-sample. 
This might suggest that Asian and Pacific Islanders are willing to pay more for better 
housing. With the exception of the multi-family dwelling, all deficit variables contribute 
negatively to housing satisfaction for the non-Hispanic White sub-sample. This might be due 
to the fact that non-Hispanic Whites live in multi-family dwellings in good condition in terms 
of size and location. 
Hypothesis 5 states that neighborhood satisfaction contributes greatly to housing 
satisfaction for both Asian and Pacific Islander and non-Hispanic White householders. The 
reported adjusted R-square of 0.47 and 0.40 respectively for the two groups makes it safe to 
conclude that this hypothesis is supported. This also supports a well-established argument 
that neighborhood satisfaction is an important indicator of housing satisfaction and it is true 
for population at large as well as for Asian and Pacific Islanders even though neighborhood 
satisfaction may mean something different for various social and cultural groups. The strong 
correlations between neighborhood and housing satisfaction might reflect the fact that the 
quality of housing is strongly affected by the quality of neighborhood in which it is located. 
High-quality housing is expected to be located in neighborhoods with good physical and 
social environment. 
One of the purposes of the study was to test whether the theoretical model explains 
housing satisfaction for Asian and Pacific Islander householders as it did for the U. S. 
population at large in previous research (Cook et al., 1994; Crull, 1994; Morris et al., 1976, 
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1982; Lee et. al., 1994). By testing the model on separate sub-samples, the study tested 
whether there was any difference between the two groups in the factors influencing housing 
satisfaction. 
Hypothesis 6 states that the model explains housing satisfaction similarly for Asian 
and Pacific Islander householders and for non-Hispanic White householders. The findings 
indicate that the housing adjustment theory applies to both groups. 
Limitations and Recommendations 
As one of the few studies examining the housing issues of the Asian and Pacific 
Islander group, the current research seeks to add to the knowledge and understanding of the 
group in the field of housing. Limitations exist in the current study. It has treated the Asian 
and Pacific Islander householders as a single group despite the considerable differences 
among various ethnic groups. To a great extent, Asian Indians, Chinese, and Koreans are 
similar in terms of immigration history. The Japanese group has been considered the most 
assimilated among Asians in America since they have a much higher rate of native-born than 
foreign-born. The Southeast Asians who mainly came to the U. S. as war refugees have had a 
different experience in their settlement in America. The Pacific Islanders came to America 
under special treaties between the U. S. and their islands. These differences in experience 
among the Asian and Pacific Islanders in the country have definitely influenced their 
socioeconomic conditions, which in turn, may affect their attitudes towards housing and 
housing adjustment behavior. 
Given the differences above, future research should look into specific ethnic groups 
within the broad category of Asian and Pacific Islanders. Due to the diversity of the group, 
some qualitative research might be very useful for a better understanding of housing 
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satisfaction for a specific ethnic group. With more detailed information on housing obtained 
from in-depth interviews, future research can help provide far greater insights about housing 
perceptions and behavior of the different Asian ethnic groups. 
Primary research should be conducted to explore what aspects of neighborhood affect 
housing satisfaction most. Different factors of neighborhood should be examined in 
residents' views of their neighborhood satisfaction because neighborhood satisfaction was a 
better predictor of housing satisfaction for Asian and Pacific Islander than for non-Hispanic 
White householders. Some groups might attach more importance to the social aspects of the 
neighborhood as a source of support from residents of their own ethnicity, while the majority 
group might see the neighborhood as a symbol of social status. 
The research results reported are based on selected metropolitan areas that may not 
represent the majority of urban America. Research can be replicated for different 
metropolitan areas in the U. S. for further testing of the housing adjustment model. 
Conclusions 
Overall, the Asian/White variable is a significant variable that contributes to housing 
satisfaction in the model. The variable is significant when the deficit variables and 
neighborhood satisfaction were added into the model. With all other demographic variables 
in control, being an Asian and Pacific Islander makes a householder less satisfied with 
housing than their non-Hispanic counterparts. The study suggests that Asian and Pacific 
Islander householders are either quick in picking up the cultural norms of the host society or 
have higher expectations for their housing in the U. S. 
The result further supports that housing deficits and neighborhood satisfaction are 
important mediating variables between housing satisfaction and household characteristic 
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variables. Whatever background a householder may have, housing conditions and 
neighborhood satisfaction contribute significantly to their perceptions of housing satisfaction. 
Background variables influence housing satisfaction through housing deficits and 
neighborhood satisfaction. This argument holds true for the Asian and Pacific Islander 
householders. 
It appears that Asian and Pacific Islander householders assimilate quickly into the 
American culture in terms of housing norms. Based on this study, there appears to be little 
difference in the explanation of housing satisfaction for the Asian and Pacific Islanders and 
the non-Hispanic Whites. Although Asian and Pacific Islanders have different cultural 
referents in terms of past housing experience and importance of extended family living 
arrangements, than non-Hispanic Whites, these factors do not play a significant role in 
housing adjustment predicting housing satisfaction. 
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APPENDIX 
Appendix A. Deficiencies that a housing unit to be judged physically inadequate: 1981 HUD 
Definition.* 
Plumbing 
1. Lacks or shares some or all plumbing facilities 
The unit must have hot and cold piped water, a flush toilet, and a bathtub or shower -
all inside the structure and for the exclusive use of the unit. 
2. Lacks adequate provision for sewage disposal. 
The unit must be connected to a public sewer, septic tank, cesspool, or chemical 
toilet. 
3. Had breakdown of flush toilet for six consecutive hours or longer, three or more 
times during the last 90 days. 
Kitchen 
4. Lacks or shares some or all kitchen facilities. 
The unit must have an installed sink with piped water, a range or cook stove, and a 
mechanical refrigerator - all inside the unit and for the exclusive use of the unit. 
Physical 
Structure 
5. Has three or more of six structural problems 
The problems include leaking roof; open cracks or holes in interior walls or ceiling; 
holes in interior floors; peeling paint or broken plaster over one square foot in an 
interior wall or ceiling; evidence of rats or mice in the last 90 days; and leaks in 
basement. 
Common Area 
6. Has three or more of four common area problems 
The problems include no light fixtures (or no working light fixture) in common 
hallway; loose, broken or missing steps on common stairways; loose or missing stair 
railings; no elevator in the building. 
Heating 
7. Has unvented room heaters which burn oil or gas. 
If the unit is heated mainly by room heaters burning gas, oil or kerosene, the heaters 
must have a flue or vent. 
8. Had breakdown of heating equipment for six consecutive hours or longer, 
during the past winter. 
Electrical 
9. Lacks electricity. 
10. Has two out of three signs of electrical inadequacy. 
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One or more rooms without a working wall outlet; fuses blown or circuit breakers 
tripped three or more times during the last 90 days; exposed wiring in the unit. 
* Sources: Clemmer, R. B., and Simonson, J. C. 1983. Trends in Substandard Housing, 1949-
1980. AREUEA Journal 10 (4), Pp. 442-464. 
